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ISSUE 


Where a federal civil rights suit for damages and 
other relief has been tiled against a state Superior 
Court judge, State Referees, Grievance Committees and 


other defendants alleging various conspiracies arising 


out of state court proceedings, was not the District 


Court correct in dismissing the Complaint on the basis 


of judicial immunity and other grounds? 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


This action was inspired by the dissatisfaction of 
plaintiff Nadine Monroe with the participation of various 
individuals in a lengthy state court divorce proceeding. 
The original federal Complaint was filed pro se on 
February 9, 1976 in Civil No. H 76-91 by the plaintiffs 
Nadine Mon.oe and her two children, Floyd, Jr. and Liza, 
alleging conspiracies to deprive them of their constitu- 
tional rights, and one conspiracy in violation of the 
antitrust laws of the United States. On April 28, 1976 
a Motion to Amend the Complaint was file to add a number 
of additional plaintiffs and defendants. This motion was 
denied on the grounds that none of the additional plain- 
tiffs had any interest in the specific case nor did any 


of the proposed defendants cause the plaintiffs any injury.* 


ceceeseehataana anesnesanaet ten E A EET LAE ADD OAL AEE 


* The denial c* this motion prompted an independent suit 
by the rejected plaintiffs, Civil No. H 76-239 (App. 2a), 
which raised the identical issues as to the Monroe suit 

and was disposed of with the Monroe suit in one ruling 

by the Court below. 
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Subsequently the present Further Amended Complaint 
(App. 3a) was filed on May 12, 1976 wherein the plain- 
tiffs sought money damages and other relief from all 
the defendants. Each of the defendants filed motions 


to dismiss which were granted. This appeal is from 


the judgments entered. (App. 45a) Jurisdiction is 


alleged to exist pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 1983, 1985, 1986, 
and 1988. ** 

It is noted that the pro se plaintiffs did serve 
upon these defendants a document entitled “Plaintiffs 
Appellants' Designation Of Record And Statement of Issues." 
Their appendix, however, does not contain all of the items 
designated in the Record nor did the plaintiffs seek 
agreement from the defendants as to the contents of the 
appendix as required by Rule 30(b), Federal Rules of 
Appellate Procedure. Accordingly, a separate appendix is 
submitted with this brief. 


ccceereeserencceususaa tn AL CCE LL ELLA EN 


** The District Court noted that the Complaint failed to 
state facts sufficient to support jurisdiction pursuant 
to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and 42 U.S.C. §§ 1985, 1986, and 
1988. (Ruling On Motions To Dismiss, p. 2, f.n.2, (App. 38a) 


ARGUMENT 


JUDICIAL IMMUNITY. 


In Pierson v. Ray, 386 U.S. 547, 553 (1967), 


the Supreme Court stated: 


",...Few doctrines were more solidly 
established at common law than the 
immunity of judges from liability 
for damages for acts committed with- 
in their judicial jurisdiction, as | 
this Court recognized when it adopted 
the doctrine, in Bradley v. Fisher, 

13 Wall. 335, 20 L.Ed. 646 (1872). 
This immunity applies even when the 
judge is accused of acting maliciously 
and corruptly, and it ‘is not for the 
protection or benefit of a malicious 
or corrupt judge, but for the benefit 
of the public, whose interest it is 
that the judges should be at liberty 
to exercise their functions with inde- 
pendence and without fear of conse- 
quences.' (Scott v. Stansfield, L.R. 
3 Ex. 220, 223 (1868), quoted in 
Bradley v. Fisher, supra, 349, note 

at 350.) It is a judge's duty to 
decide all cases within his juris¢ ic- 
tion that are brought before him, 
including controversial cases that 
arouse the most intense feelings in 
the litigants. His errors may be 
corrected on appeal, but he should not 
have to fear that unsatisfied litigants 
may hound him with litigation charging 
malice or corruption. Imposing such a 
burden on judges would contribute not 
to principled and fearless decision- 
making but to intimidation.” 
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This doctrine was recently reaffirmed in imbler v. 
Pachtman,, U.S. , (March 2, 1976) 44 L.W. 4250 at 
4253, 4254. See also Lombardi v. Buckholdt, Civ. No. 


A. The Judges. 


Judge Santaniello of the Connecticut 
Superior Court is sued for actions taken while acting in 
his official, judicial capacity. (App. 3a) Under these 


circumstances he is immune from suit under § 1983. 


Pierson v. Ray, supra. 


B. The State Referees. 
Section 52-434 of the Connecticut General 
Statutes provides in pertinent part that: 


"Each judge of the supreme court, 
each judge of the superior court 
and each judge of the court of 
common pleas who ceases or has 
ceased to hold office because of 
retirement other than under the 
provisions of section 51-49 shall 
be a state referee during the re- 
mainder of his life. The superior 
court or the court of common pleas 
may, with the written consent of 
the parties or their attorneys, 
refer any case pending before such 


Referees aris 


=§- 


court in which the issues have 
been closed to such a state 
referee who shall have and exer- 
cise the powers of the superior 
court or court of common pleas 
in respect to trial, judgment 
and appeal in such case...." 


Section 52-434a(a) pxovides that: 


“tn addition to the powers and 
jurisdiction granted to state 
referees under the provisions of 
section 52-434, a chief justice 

or judge of the supreme court, a 
judge of the superior court or a 
judge of the court of common pleas 
who has ceased to hold office as 
justice or judge because of having 
retired and who has become a state 
referee and has been designated as 

a trial referee by the chief justice 
of the supreme court shall have and 
may exercise, with respect to any 
civil matter referred by the chief 
court administrator, the same powers 
and jurisdiction as does a judge of 
the court from which such proceed- 
ings were referred." 


Since the allegations against the State 


e out of their official acts while presiding 


at divorce proceedings in a judicial capacity, it follows 


that the referees are immune from damage suits under 


§ 1983. Pierson v. Ray, Supra; Lombardi v. Buckholdt, supra. . 
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C. Grievance Committees. 

1. Immunity. 

The same cinsideratiens of immunity hold 
true for members of the Grievance Committee themselves. 
The committee is appointed by the Superior Court. It is 
the committee's duty to inquire into, investigate and 
present to the Court offenses concerning the members of 
the Bar. Section 51-90, General Statutes. The State 
Supreme Court has described the function of the committee 
as follows: 

"...The grievance committee is in 

no sense a party to the proceeding 

but an independent public body 

charged with the performance of a 

public duty in a wholly disinter- 

ested and impartial manner,... 

"The court selects for the grievance 

committee attorneys of appro: posi- 

tion at the bar; their fairness and 
impartiality is even more essential 
than their professional competency." 


Grievance Cummittee v. Broder, 
: Onn. r) el e 


It is noted that the Grievance Committee merely exercises 


authority delegated to it by the Court. 


",..All courts have, as an incident 
of the power to admit attorneys to 
their bar, the power to disbar them 
for such conduct as shows they are 
no longer worthy of confidence...." 


Id. at p. 277. 


See also State Bar Assn. v. Connecticut Bank and Trust 


Company, 145 Conn. 222 at 231 (1958). 

Grievance committees and Bar Associations 
have been held to enjoy judicial immunity under the Federal 
Civil Riyats Acts. The United States Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Circuit has ruled: . 


"A prosecuting attorney, as a quasi- 
judicial officer, enjoys immunity 
from suit under the Civil Rights Act 
insofar as his prosecuting functions 
are concernad. The reasoning behind 
such a rule was suggested in Robichaud 
v. Ronan, 9 Cir., 351 F.2d 533, 536, 
where this court stated that ‘(t]he 
key to the immunity previously held to 
be protective to the prosecuting 
attorney is that the acts, alleged to 
have been wrongful, were committed by 
the office in the performance of an 
integral part 0 @ judicial process.' 
asis a ° S an arm Oo e 
Washington Supreme Court in connection 
with disciplinary proceedings, the Bar 
Association is an ‘integral part of the 
judicial process' and is therefore en- 
titled to the same immunity which is 
afforded to prosecuting attorneys in 
that etate.” 


Clark v. State of Washington, 366 F.2d 
678, at 681 (1506). 


nan 


The United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit has 


ruled likewise in Ginger v. Circuit Court for the County of 
Wayne, State Bar of Michigan, State Bar Grievance Committee 
No.l. et a} (1967) 372 F.2d 621 (6 Cir. 1967), Cert. den. 
366 U.S. 935.*** 

It is further noted that the doctrine of 
prosecutorial immunity which Clark v. State of Washington, 
supra, relied upon was also upheld in the recent Supreme Court 


case of Imbler v. Pachtman, supra. The rationale for the de- 


cision was an important public policy consideration: 


"...The public trust of the prose- 

cutor's office would suffer if he 

were constrained in making every 

decision by the consequences in 

terms of his own potential liability 

in a suit for damages...." 

44 L.W. 4255. 

It is true chat in 1969 the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Second Circuit denied immunity to a bar 
association which had initiated prosecution for the unauthorized 
practice of law pursuant to its statutory powers. Dacey v. 

New York County Lawyers' Assoc. 423 F.2d 188, Cert. den. 398 


U.S. 929. The case involved an attempt to enjoin the sale and 


*kkSee also: yore v. Louisiane State Bar Ass'n, 
e upp. 180, 183, 164, nel? (1976). 
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distribution of the publicaticn, "How To Avoid Probate:". 
The Court distinguished Clark v. Washington, supra, on 
the basis that in the Dacey case allegations of First 
Amendment rights were involved. F.2d 188, 9 ALR Fed. 403, 
at 411-412, at N.9. The Clark hoiding, however, was not 
criticized. Secondly, the Dacey case also noted that the 
New York County Lawyers' Association was merely a “private 
association performing a prosecutorial function". 423 F.2d 
188, 9 ALR Fed. at 410. 

By way of contrast, the New London County 
Grievance Committee is clearly a direct arm of the court. 
It is established that were it to initiate disciplinary 
proceedings it would be immune from suit. It would be 
highly irregular, therefore, to deny it immunity where it 
had refused to initiate proceedings. Such a policy could 
lead to less than evenhanded results and would penalize and 
deter the independent exercise of discretion which the 
Grievance Committee and ultimately the Superior Court is 
obligated to exercise in this area. As stated by Chief Judge 


Learned Hand in an earlier Second Circuit case, Gregoire Vv. 


atin 


Biddle, 177 F.2d 579, Cert. den. 339 U.S. 949, in extending 
immunity to the United States Attorney General and other law 
enforcement and immigration officials, 

" ..to submit all officials, the 

innocent as well as the guilty, to 

the burden of a trial and to the 

inevitable danger of its outcome, 

would dampen the ardor of all but 

the most resolute, or the most ir- 

responsible, in the unflinching 

discharge of their duties." 

177 F.2d at 581. 

Finally, the statements in Dacey v. New York 
County Lawyers Assoc., supra, must be read in light of the 
recent Supreme Court decision in Imbler v. Pachtman, supra, 
which emphasized the doctrine of judicial and prosecutoria: 
immunity in general. 

These issues are highlighted by Anonymous v. 
Association of the Bar of City of N.Y., 515 F.2d 427 (2d Cir. 
1975). In that case it was held that the doctrine of absten- 
tion applied to a Bar association's disciplinary proceedings 
on the basis that they involved state court functions. The 
Court stated: 

",,.Rule 603.12 of the Rules of 

Appellate Division, First Department, 

empowers the Grievance Committee of 

defendant Association to conduct pre- 

liminary investigations of professional 

misconduct and to issue subpoenas in 

the name of the presiding justice. The 


Committee has an office and a staff to 
perform this function as an arm of the 
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court, much as a special master 
appointed in the federal court. 
See Erdmann v. Stevens, supra 
458 F.2d at 1209. As Chief Jucce 
Fuld, writing for a unanimous cc.rt 
in Wiener v. Weintraub, 22 N.Y. 2d 
330, 331-32, 292 N.¥. S.2d 667, 
668-69, 239 N.E.2d 540, 541 (1968), 
noted: 


Petitions or complaints charging 
professional misconduct of an 
attorney which, in the past, were 
presented to the General Term of 
the Supreme Court are now usually 
filed with the Grievance Committee 
of a bar association. And, it has 
been observed, a proceeding before | 
such a committee constitutes a | 
‘judicial proceeding.’ In the in- 

vestigation of such complaints and 

in the conduct of such proceedings, 

then, the bar association's Griev- 

ance Committee acts as a quasi- 

judicial body and, as such, is an 

arm of the Appellate Division. 


“(Citation omitted). See also Doe v. 
Rosenberry, 255 F.2d 118 (2d Cir. 1958) 
(holding the order of a district court 
judge, which authorized the transmittal 
of federal grand jury minutes to the 
Grievance Committee of the Association 
of the Bar of the City of New York, to 

be within Fed.R.Crim.P. 6(e), which 
provides for disclosure of matters occur- 
ring before a grand jury when so ordered 
by a court ‘preliminary to or in connec~- 
tion with a judicial proceeding.') 
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"The fact that the Appellate Division 
may disregard the recommendations of 
the Committee emphasizes the role of 
that bench in determining the contin- 
uing qualifications of its bar. Inter- 
fering with its regular processes of 
investigation at this point would thwart 
that prerogative just as much as if the 
injunction had been sought at a later 
date. In our view, had Judge Griesa 
issued an injunction, there would have 
been an interfere ce with a state 
judicial proceeding." 


515 F.2d 433, 434. 

This case is significant because the same judicial character- 
istics which warranted abstention in that case are also highly 
relevant for the purposes of judicial immunity from a damage 
suit. 

2. No Constitutional Right 

Being Deprived Because 
Of Action Or Inaction. 

The main complaint against the grievance 
committees concerns their alleged lack of disciplinary action 
for the wrongdoings of private attorneys engaged by the 
plaintiffs. The grievance committees were certainly not re- 
sponsible for any of the alleged acts of misconduct that the 


lawyers may have committed. For these alleged wrongs, the 


courts. 


plaintiffs were and are entitled to seek relief in the State 


As stated by this Court in Fine v. City of New York, 
529 F.2d 70, 74 (2a Cir. 1975): 
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",,.Whnatever cause of action he 
might have against his lawyer, 
wheter sounding in professional 
malpractice, tort, or otherwise, 
is one of state law insufficient 
to vest a federal court with 
jurisdiction over the subject 
matter...." 


See also: Chaney v. State Bar of 
California, 306 F.0d 
S62 (Sth Cir. 1967), 
Cert. den. 390 U.S. 1011. 


Nor do the plaintiffs have a constitutional 


right to demand that the attorneys be criminally prosecuted 


or professionally disciplined. 


_",..{I]n American jurisprudence 


at least, a private citizen lacks 

a judicially cognizable interest 

in the prosecution or nonprosecution 
of another." 


Linda R. S. v. Richard D., 410 U.S. 
’ Fi ee also: Simon 
v. Eastern Kentucky Welfare Rights 


rganization, -5.L.W. ’ 
T7450 {U.5. June 1, 1976) (concurring 


cpinion of Justice Stewart). 
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II. NO VALID ANTITRUST CLAIM STATED. 

The plaintiff rather vaguely alleges vivlation 
of the antitrust laws of the United States by claiming 
that the defendants conspired to “knowingly and wilfully 
restrain the practice of law, an[sic] interstate trade, 
to deny the piaintiffs and the general public the bene- 
fits of consticutional and legal protections, and set, 
maintain and enforce illegal minimum fee schedules;" 
(zurther Amended Complaint, App. 3a) In addition to the 
defenses outlined above, these defendants maintain that 
this claim must be dismissed for (1) other than the one 
conclusory allegation, the Complaint fails to set forth 
the essential elements of an antitrust claim; and (2) it 
fails to a’lege that the plaintiffs suffered any par*ti- 
cular injury as a re-ult of the alleged conspiracy. Such 
an insufficient pleading, even on the part of a pro se 
litigant, fuils to state 2 claim upon which relief can be 
granted. As this Court stated in the Arzee case, 

“True, the complaint does allege that the 

purpose of the conspiracy was ‘arbitrarily, 


unlawfully, unreasonably and knowingly [to] 
prevent, suppress and eliminate competition’ 
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ane to ‘establish and maintain unreason- 
ably high, excessive, monopolistic and 
non-competitive prices'. But this is not 
enough. These are merely conclusions of 
the pleader. Conclusions of law are not 
enough +9 state a claim upon which relief 
may be granted. Alexander v. Texas Co., 
' supra at 40, and cases cited therein; 
United Grocers' Co. v. Sau-Sea Foods, 150 
F. Supp. 267, 269 ($.D.N.¥.1957) ." 


Arzee Supply Corp. of Conn. Vv. Ruberoid Co., 
F.Supp. 9 3 


e 
See also: Klebanow v. New York Produce Exchange, 
344 F.2d 204 (1965). : 


III. MISCELLANEOUS CONSIDERATIONS. 


A. Federalism and Comity. 


In addition, the present suit raises the ques- 
tion of a "back door" contravention of wel. established 
principles of federalism and comity. A close reading of 
the complaint disclose. vague references to other relief 
that is sought, in addition to damages. As stated only 


recently by the United States Supreme Court: 


“Phe seriousness of federal judicial inter- 
ference with state civil functions has long 
been recognized by this Court. We have con- 
sistently required that when federal courts 
are confronted with requests for such relief, 
they should abide by standards of restraint 
that go well beyond those of private equity 
jurisprudence...." 


Huffman v. Pursue, U.S. 7, 95 S.Ct. 
T3700 at 1208 (March T8, 1975). 
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These considerations have been held controlling even where 


a state Court judgment has already been rendered, and nut 


merely when the state trial is still underway. See id. at 
1210. ‘The Court has also previously ruled: 
"...It is settled that the prohibition of 
§ 2283 cannot be evaded by addressing the 
order to the parties or prohibiting utili- 
zation of the results of a completed state 
proceeding. Oklahoma Packing Co. v. 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., 309 U.S. 4, 9, 
60 S.Ct. 215, 218, 84 L.Ed. 537 (1940); 
Hill v. Martin, 296 U.S. 393, 403, 56 S.Ct. 
278, 282, 80 L.Ed. 293 (1935) ...." 


Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. Brotherhood 


of Locomotive Engineers, et al, 398 U.S. 281 
at 208 (1970). 


See also: Brown v. Chastain, 416 F.2d 1012 
(th Cir. 1969), cert. den. 397 
U.S. 951. 


B. Individual Capacity Claims Without Merit. 
It is clear from the Complaint that although 


the Judges, Referees, and Grievance Committees have been 
named as defendants in their individual as well as official 
capacity, it is only their activities in their official 
capacity which are attacked. Therefore, there is absolutely 
no basis to proceed against these defendants individually and 


as Commissioners of the Court. 


PS 


which are dire 


should be affirmed. 


The plaintiffs’ 


Cc. Plaintiffs Arguments Not Compelling. 


Brief on Appeal contains a 


hodge-podge of legal citations and pri 


ctly in point nor compel a different res 


conc LUS ION 
For the foregoing reasons, 


mitted that the Judgment of the Dist 


based upon the allegations of the Complaint. 


it is respectfully sub- 


nciples, none of 


ult 
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Relevant Docket Entries, 
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Relevant Docket Entries, 
Civil Action No. H 16-239. cccccccscecs 


Verified Further Amended Complaint, 
Civil Action No. H 76-91, 
Docket Entry No. AT cccccccceseseeses 


verified Complaint, 
Civil Action No. H 76-239, 
Docket Entry No. Lecccccccececceseses 


Ruling On Motions To Dismiss, 
Civil Actions Nos. H 76-91, 
Docket Entry No. 61, and 
H 76-239, Docket Entry No. Zeit ts ceee 


Judgment, in Civil Action No. H 76-91, . 
Docket Entry No. (i ee 


RELEVANT DOCKET ENTRIES 


Re: H_ 76-91 
Py erga 


3/22 


3/22 


3/29 


4/22 
4/30 


5/10 
6/1 


6/1 


6/25 


6/30 
7/6 


7/12 


7/14 


Complaint filed. 
Motion to Dismiss, Pursuant to Rule 12(b) ,F.R.C.P. 


by defendants Troland, Santaniello, Harris, 
Miner and McKay. 

Motion for Security for Costs Pursuant to Rule 7(a), 
Local Rules of Procedure, United States District 
Court, District of Connecticut. 

ORDER, Re: 250.00 surety bond requested by defend- 
ants Troland, Santanielio, Harris, Miner and McKay. 
Markowski, C. m 3-29-76. Copies to plaintiff and 
counsel. 

Motion to Amend Complaint. 

Motion denied. The proposed additional plaintiffs 
have no interest in the specific case, alleged by 
Mrs. Monroe; nor are the proposed additional defend- 
ants alleged to have caused her injury. Blumenfeld, J. 
m. 4-30-76. Copies to counsel. 

Motion to Amend Complaint by adding four new de fend- 
ants. 

Motion to Dismiss Further Amended Complaint filed 

by defendants Troland, Santaniello, H. Harris, W. 
Miner, E. McKay, F. Dully, H. Eisenberg, A. Bill and 
P. Dunn. 

Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss Further 
Amended Complaint. 

Ruling on Motions to Dismiss, (Granted) Blumenfeld J. 
m 6-25-76. Copies to counsel of record and pro se 
plaintiff. ; 

JUDGMENT entered. Markowski, C. Copies mailed to 
Mrs. Monroe and counsel. 

Motion by plaintiffs in both cases for Amendment or 
Alteration of the “Ruling On Motions To Dismiss" 

and Order of June 25, 1976. 

Motion for Alteration or Amendment, Under Rules 59 and 
60 FRCP of Denial of Motion for Discipline of Defend- 
ant, L. Patrick Gray. 

Endorsement on #64 "motion denied" Blumenfeld J. 

m 7-14-76. Copies to counsel by mail and handed to 
Mrs. Monroe in Clerk's office. 


RELEVANT DOCKET ENTRIES 


Re: H 76-239 
) 2) ene 


6715 Complaint filed. Summons issued and together 
with same and copies of Complaint handed to 
Marshal for service. 

6/25 Ruling on Motions to Dismiss. (granted) 
Blumenfeld J. m 6-25-76. Copies to counsel 
and pro se plaint-ffs. 

6/30 JUDGMENT entered. Markowski, C. m 7-1-76. 
Copies to pro se plaintiffs and counsel. 

7/6 Motion by plaintiffs in both cases for 
Amendment or Alteration of the “Ruling on 
Motions to Dismiss" and Order of June 25, 1976. 

7/12 Motion for Alteration or amendment under 
Rules 59 & 60 FRCP of Denial of Motion for 
Discipline of defendant L. Patrick Gray. 

7/14 Endorsement on #4 motion "motion denied." 
Blumenfeld, J. m 7-14-76. Copies to counsel 
by mail and handed to Mrs. Monroe in the 
Clerk's Office. 

7/19 Notice of Appeal filed by plaintiff. Copi-: 

of notice mailed to counsel. Certified copies 

of notice and certified copy of docket mailed 
to U. S. Court of Appeals and New Haven. 

Appeals Management Plan and Forms C & D mailed 

to Mr. Congdon. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


FILED 
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 


au . sett W6. 76-91 


NADINE MONROE and FLOYD RICHARD MONROE and LISA ALLEN Abin: DE by these, -pother, next 
friend, and natural guardian, Nadine Monroe, Plaintiffs” =~!) CONN. : 


Ve 


L. PATRICK GRAY, Esquire, individually and as Commissioner of the Courts of 
Connecticut; : 


HENRY HARRIS, WILLIAM MINER, and EDWARD McKAY, Esquires, individually, and as 
Chairman and Member, respectively, of the New London County Grievance Committee, 
and as Commissioners of the Courts of Connecticut; 

FRANK E. DULLY, HAROLD J. EISENBERG, ALBERT S. BILL and PHILIP R. DUNN, Esquires, 
individualiy and as Chairman, Members and Counsel, respectively,for the Hartford 
County Grievance Committee and as Commissioners of the Courts of Connecticut; 


LOUIS C. WOOL, ANDRE4 BRAND, FRANCIS LONDRECAN, GEORGE GILMAN and IGOR SIKORSKY, JR., 
Esquires, individually and as Commissioners of the Courts of Connecticut; 


SUISMAN, SHAPIRO, WOOL & BRENNAN, a law partnership; 


THOMAS E. TROLAND, Esquire, individually and as Referee of the New London County 
Superior Court and Commissioner of the Court of Connecticut; 


ANGELO SANTANIELLO, individually and as Judge of the New London County Superior Court 
and Commissioner of the Courts of Connecticut; 


FLOYD MONROE, JR., and 


MARTIN GOTTESDIENER, individually and as a Certified Public Accountant of Connecticut, 


Defendants. 

TRIAL BY JURY REQUIRED 

VERIFIED FURTHER AMENDSD COMPLAINT 

1. This action arises under the Constitution cf the United States and its First, 
Fifth, Eighth, Ninth, and Fourteenth Amendments; 15 USC Section 1, 3, 13, 15, and 25, 
28 USC Sections 1331 and 1343; 42 USC Sections 1983, 1985, 1986, and 1988, and the 
laws of the State of Connecticut. The amount in controversy exceeds the sum of Tern 
Thousand Dollars, exclusive of interest and costs. 
2. Defendants L. Patrick Gray, Henry Har~.s, william Miner, Biward McKay, Frank E. 
Dully, Harold J, Eisenberg, Albert S. Bill, Philip R. Dunn, louis C. dool, Ardrew 
Brand, Francis Londregan, George Gilman, Igor Sikorsky, Jr., Thomas Troland ani 
Angelo Santaniello, (hereinafter Grey; Harris, Miner, McKay, Dully, Eisenberg, Bill, 
Dunn, #001, Brand, Londregan, Gilman, Sikorsky, Troland and Santaniello, respectively) 
are all Attorneys at Law, duly admitted to practice and practicing under color of 
law of the State of Connecticut, and Commissioners of the Courts of Conecticut. 
Defendants Gray, #ool, and Brand are members of Suisman, Shapiro, wool & Brennan 


(hereinafter the "partnersh! “"), a law partnership, duly registered «s such with the 
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* appropriate municipal agency. Defendant Martin Gottesiiener, (hereinafter Gottesdiener) 

4s @ Certified Public Accountant, duly examined, appointed and acting as such under 
color of law of Connecticut. Defendants Harris, Miner and McKay are the duly appointed 
and acting Chairman and Members, respectively, of the New onion County Crievance 
Committee, acting at all times herein under color of law of Connecticut. Defendants 
Dully, Eisenberg, Bill and Dunn are the duly appointed Chairman, Members and Counsel 
of the Hartford County Grievance Committee, acting at all tines herein under color of 
‘law of Connecticut. Defendant Trolani is a duly appointed ani acting State Referee, 
acting at all times herein under color of the laws of Connecticut. Defendant Santaniello 
4s the duly appointed and acting Presiding Judge of the New London County Superior 
Court, acting at all times herein under color of law of Connecticut. 
3. Prior to 1962, and continuing thereafter up to and incluting the filing of this 
Complaint, the defendants did unlawfully, knowingly, and wilfully combine, conspire, 
confederate and agree together and with each other, and with the diverse other persons, 
under color of state law, to conmit offenses against the United States and acts in- 
jurious to the plaintiffs, that is: 

a. To knowingly and wilfully deny and defraud, by various schemes and artifices, 
including the bait and switch technique, the plaintiffs, and the public in general, 
of due process of law and the equal protection of the law, under color of state law, 
4n violation of the 14th Amendment of the Constitution of the United States, Title 18, 
United States Code, Section *1; and Title 42, US Code Sections 1983 and 1985; 

be To knowingly ani wilfully threaten, intimidate, harass, punish and dis- 
courage, under color of state law, the plaintiffs an the public in general,for ex- 
ercising the plaintiffs’ and public's constitutionally-guaranteed rights, and chill 
the ardor of the plaintiffs and the gereral public to exercise constitutionally guaran- 
teed rights, privileges and immunities, in violation of the Fifth, Zighth, and Four- 
teenth Amendments to theConstitution of the United States, Title 18, US Code Section 
262, and Title 42, US Code Sections 1983 and 1985; 

Cc. To knowingly and wilfully restrain the practice of law, an interstate trade, 
to deny the plaintiffs and the general public the benefits of constitutional and legal 
protections, and set, maintain and enforce tlegal Aninmun fee schedutes; fin violation 
of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the Constitution of the United States and 
Title 15, US Code Sections 1, 3, 13, 15, and 25, all of which was in violation of 

Title 18, US Code Section 371; 


" y. mn furtherance of the above conspiracy and in order to effect ite objectives, 
the defendants did commit, amoung others, the following overt acts in New London 
County, Connecticut and elsewhere; 
QVERTS ACTS 

A. At sone time prior to August, 1968, defendants Harris, Miner and McKay were 
appointed members of the New London County Grievance Committee, hereinafter the 
"Grievance Committee”, and caused to be commenced and commenced to deny the general 
public speedy, just, even-handed and inexpensive deterzination of the public's grievances 
against New London County lawyers. They refused and failed to present to the New London 
County Supericr Court any offenses reported ‘> them by pro se litigants or the generel 
public, and took action only against lwayers who were complained of by the New London 
County Bar Association's Board of Governors and failed to take effective action against 
any lawyer against whom a grievance Was or should have been filed. 


B. In August, 1968, defendant Londregan lied to plaintiff Nadine Monroe con- 


cerning legal duties he had contracted to perform for her and her children, conceal- 


ing from her that he was denying them due process of law, 

C. Later in the fall of 1968, defendant Londregan showed defendant Wool, attor- 
ney for defendant Floyd Monroe, important material evidence which plaintiff Nadine 
Monroe had instructed him not to disclose to the opposition. 

D. After showing defendant Wool the evidence he was not to divulge, defendant 
Londregan, on instruction of defendant Wool, falsely informed plaintiff Nadine lonroe 
she could not use the evidence, denying the Monroe plaintiffs their right to introduce 
evidence in support of their cause. 

E. In Novenber, 1968, defendant Londregan made false recommendations to plain- 
tiff Nadine Monroe concerning the amount of support she should obtain from deferdant 
Floyd Monroe, denying the Monroe plaintiffs due process of .aw in the judicial deter- 
mination of amounts due then. 

F, In April, 1969, defendant Gilman, after becoming counsel for plaintiff Nadine 
Monroe, illegally advised her to sign fraudulent income tax papers. 

G. Shortly before June 13, 1969, defendants Gilman, Wool and Floyd Monroe 
failed and refused to provide insurance protection for plaintiffs Lisa and Floyd 
Richard, and on June 13, 1969, caused to be given and gave fraudulent perjured testi- 
mony injurious to the plaintiffs’ cause, which perjury was not discovered by the 
plaintiffs until late in August, 1971. 


H. On June 13, 1969, defendant Gilman refused to challange false evidence sub- 
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* mitted by defendants Yoo) and Floyd Monroe, ani failed and refused to obtain an 
order for paynent to which the plaintiffs were entitled as a matter of lav. 

I. later that sane day, defendant Gilaan failed ani refused tc make a clain 
on funds which were due the plaintiffs as a matter of lav, 

J. later that day, defendant Giimn failed and refused to argue pleading he 
had previously filed, denying the plaintiffs benefite of funds they were due as a 
matter of law, 

K. Still later that day, defendant Cilnan accepted unjust settlenent for the 
plaintiffs without knowledge or consent of plaintiff Nadine Monroe. 

L. On June 13, 1969, at the end of the court proceeding, defendant Gilman ad- 
vised plaintiff Nadine Monroe against prompt termination of the litigation, intending 
thereby to pernit, and permitting, defendants Wool and his client, cefendant Floyd 
Monroe, to conceal and renove funds in which the plaintiffs had a lawful interest. 

M. On July 14, 1969, defendant ¥ool filed a pleading in the New London County 
Superior Court, and by prearrangenent with defendant Gilman, the pleading was not 
prosecuted, thereby allowing the concealment and renoval of funds to continue, 

MN. On January 21, 1971, defendant Wool filed a pleading to exert extortionary 
pressure on plaintiff Nadine Monroe, and defendant Gilman failed end refused to re- 
spond to the pleading to deny the plaintiffs a speedy determination of the issues. 

0. On February 17, 1971 defendant Gilman filed an unjustified pleading seeking 
paynent of $7,500 from defendant + loyd Monroe without knowledge or consent of plaintiff 
Nadine Monroe, making reasonable and prompt settlement of the issues and termination 
of the proceedings impossible. 

P. Shortly after August 21, 1971, when plaintiff Lisa Monroe was injured in an 
auto accident in a car driven by defendant Floyd Monroe, defendant Gilman refused to 
obtain a court or’er for reasonable protection of the minor Monroe plaintiffs. 

Q. On September 27, 1971 defendants Wool and Gilman met for two hours, and 
agreed to deny the Monroe plaintiffs effective representation. 

R, In October, 1971, defendant Gilman made himself unavailable to plaintiff 
Nadine Monroe, and instructed his secretary to inform her that he was on vacation, 
and defendant Floyd Monroe threatened he would “play dirty" if plaintiff Nadine Monroe 
continued to press for the divorce, 


S. In November, 1971, defendant Gilman became insulting and verbally abusive 
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" and shouted at plaintiff Nadine Monroe. He made false statenents that she had no 
grounds for divorce ani refused to use effective material evidence in his possession, 
He stated falsely that the Floyd Monroe and Son corporation, whose sole ener was 
Gefendant Floyd Monroe, was not a family asset which the plaintiff could share, as 
a matter of lav. He falsely and extortionately saintained to plaintiff Nadine Monroe 
that she should accept a $10,000 settlement and the “privilege” of obtaining the 
Givorce, and that if she did not, she would get “nothing”, 

T. On December 1, 1971, defendant Gilman refused to return papers, including 
evidence not introduced in court, to plaintiff ‘-1ine Monroe until or unless she 
paid him an extortionate sum. He did not return her papers until February 1, 1972. 

U. On January 26, 1972, defendant Gilman filed a request to withdraw from the 
case, 

Vv. On January 27, 1972, the next day, defendant Wool filel a cross complaint 
for divorce for deferdant Floyd Monroe. 

4, On March 2, 1972, defendant Wool filed a notion to place the complaints cn 
*he uncontested list knowing full well that plaintiffs wished to contest the complaints, 
making it necessary for Nadine Monroe te hire defendant Sikorsky to prepare ard file 
her objection to uncontested proceedings, 


* 


X. In the period March 2 to 13, 1972, defendant Sikorsky misrepresented his 
diligence to plaintiff Nadine Monroe, and promised a “gangbuster" action including the 
divorce decree by that summer. 

Y. On or about March 24, 1972, defendant Sikorsky and his associates cancelled 
the deposition of defendant Floyd Monroe that had been granted by the Court on March 17, 
promised to reschedule the deposition promptly, but failed and refused to do so. 

Z. In June, 1972, defendant Sikorsky had a conference with plaintiff Nadine 
Monroe, admitted he had not handled the case properly, stated he was terminating his 
associate who had cancelled the deposition described in Paragraph Y above, and stated 
he knew nothing about the case being referred to a State Referee, defendant froland. 

AA, Defendant Sikorsky delayed the deposition of defendant Floyd Monroe «until 
September 11, 1972, and amended the complaint to include two more serious charges 
against defendant Floyd Monroe the day after he took the deposition, 

BB. On Septenber 11, at the deposition, defendant Floyd Monroe refused to 
answer Catertal qu@stions upon advise of defendant Srand, and committed perjury in 
& material matter, his ownership of Floyd Monroe and Son, Inc. 


GC. On October 13, 1972, defendant Sikorsky sent a young menber of his firn, 
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* with no courtroom experience, to argue the motion he had filed to force defendant 
Floyd Monroe to answer deposition eieiteotn.” He failed to tell plaintiff Nadine 
Monroe or the young inexperienced lawyer that the case had been tyansferred to State 
Referee Troland four months previously, without the prior knowledge or consent of 
defendant Troland, who was 81 years of age at the time. Defendant Sikorsky stated 

that the plaintiffs had to proceed with defendant Troland~ Yeferee; “they had to 


go ahead with hin.” 
DD. In November 1972, defendant Brand took the deposition of plaintiff Nadine 


Monroe, represented by another associate of defendant Sikorsky, -otally unfamiliar 
with the case, furthering the goals of the conspiracy to deprive plaintiffs of due 
process “ law by use of the "bait and switch" technicue. 

EE. In December, 1972, plaintiff Lisa was injured and defendant Floyd Monroe 
had the charges falsely billed to plaintiff Nadine Monroe, who was harassed for 


several months by the physician and hospital. 


FF.) In January, 1973, defendant Brand had Floyd Monroe send him several support 
checks for the plaintiffs which he forwarded to defendant Sikorsky's office. Sikorsky 
sent one back to Brand, further delaying payment of living costs. 

GG. On January, 39,71973, the Connecticut Supreme Court reversed a decision of 
defendant Trolani in another divorce property problem; he had "condoned an unpurged 
act of fraud on the court” and perjury. 

HH. From 1973 to the present, the defendant members of the New London County 
Grievance Committee have refused and failed to consider any grievances against defend- 
ant Troland or any other referee, maintaining that he was a "judge", knowing full well 
that the Connecticut Judicial Review Council would not consider any complaints against 
defendant Troland because he was "not a judge”. 

II. On February 6, 1973, at the commencement of the Monroe divorce hearing de- 
ferdants Sikorsky, Wool, Brand,and Troland represented that plaintiff Nadine Monroe 
had to go forward with Troland as Referee, forcing her to settle rather than rely on 
the judgment of defendant Troland. Sikorsky proceeded without resolving the problems 
of fraud and perjury by defendant Floyd Monroe or determining the actual worth of 
the corporation or obtaining copies of defendant Floyd Monroe's income tax returns 
‘which were material, denying the plaintiffs access to evidence needed to protect their 
Anterests. Defendant Sikorsky refused and failed to place on the record defendant 
Floyd Monroe's perjury concerning concealnent of ownership of the corporation stock, 


or any evidence about concealment of assets at the Chase Manhattan Bank. Defendant 
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Gottesdiener, under guidance of defendant Wool, gave inaccurate, misleading and 
Ancomplete testimony, and defendant Sikorsky failed and refused to resolve the con- 
flicts between the testimony of defendant Gottesdiener and that of defendant Monroe. 

JJ. On March S$, 1973, defendant Sikorsky demanded more money of plaintiff 
Nadine Monroe, without itemizing charges or previous payments, and she paid hin 
$640.95, which made a total payment of fees of $3,000. 

KK. In August 1973, defendant Sikorsky refused plaintiff Nadine Monroe's re- 
quest to resolve automobile and the children's trust fund problems ani obtain a 
settlement of Floyd Richard's medical bills. Sikorsky stated he would go to court 
at a later date but didn't. 

LL. On September 4, 1973, plaintiff Nadine Monroe complained tc defendants 
Harris, Miner and HcKay, the New London County Grievance Committee, about Gilman, 
They neglected to process the complaint as required by law, On January 7, 1974, plain- 
tiff Nedine Monroe wrote defendant Santaniello and asked him to take action. He con- 
tacted the defendants on the Grievance Committee, who informed him and plaintiff 
Nadine Nonroe falsely that they were investigating and that plaintiff Nadine Monroe 
would be informed of a decision promptly. 

MM, In the Spring of 1974, defendant Sikorsky stated "we” should settle the 
automobile problem for less as "we" had wasted too long to go into court, admitting 
his malpractice. He admitted he had not completed the necessary work on the child 
plaintiffs’ trust fund. He instructed plaintiff Nadine Monroe to reopen the divorce 
case because of defendant Floyd Monroe's perjury by asking State's Attorney O’Brien 
to prosecute him. O'Brien refused; Sikorsky delayed the matter further; the case 
Was never reopened. 

NN. On February 6, 1974 defendant Sikorsky sent a bill of $300 for unitemized 
services allegedly rendered. When plaintiff Nadine Monroe asked for an accounting, 
he refused, and stated he would keep her papers until she paid him, and has kept 
then to this date. 

CO. On December 2, 1974, defendant Sikorsky, through a lawyer purporting to 
represent him, demanded payment of $336.00 from plaintiff Nadine ifonroe in an ex- 
tortionary letter, 

PP. On December 2, 1974, plaintiff Nadine Monroe wrote defendant Santaniello 
again, who met with her, and contacted the New London County Grievance Committee 


defendants again. 
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QQ. On January 6, 1975, the defendants of the New Lonion County Grievance 
Committee wrote a false and fraudulent letter to plaintiff Nadine Monroe, demonstrat- 
4ng that they had failed and refused to promptly inquire into, investigate thoroughly, 
“and present to the court” the offenses of defendant Gilnan, namely conspiracy with 
defendants Wool and Floyd Monroe to delay and injure plaintiffs and actual gross 
delay and resultant injury, extortion by refusal to return documents, the property 

of Nadine Monroe, until and unless he was paid, illegal advice to sign fraudulent 
4ncome tax papers, ‘failure to provide insurance protection for plaintiffs Lisa and 
Floyd Richard, causing false testimony to be given by defendant Floyd Monroe, refusal 
to challenge false evidence submitted by defendants Yool and Floyd Monroe, refusal 

to obtain court orders to which the plaintiffs, refusal to argue pleadings he had 
filed previously,refusal to make claims on funds due the plaintiffs, acceptance of 

an unjust settlement without the knowledge or consent of plaintiff Nadine Monroe, 
failure to conclude litigation, unjust payment of legal fees, allowing defendants 
Wool and Floyd Monroe to conceal and remove at least $200,000 in which plaintiffs 

had an interest, collusion with defendant Wool in failure to argue pleadings, filing 
pleadings for unjust payment of legal fees by defendant Floyd Monroe without know- 
ledge or consent of plaintiff Nadine Monroe, failure to obtain court orders for the 
safety of the minor plaintiffs, making himself unavailable to plaintiff Nadine Monroe 
so that defendant Floyd Monroe could make threats to her, making false and abusive 
statements and shouting at plaintiff Nadine Monroe, extortion, and refusal to return 
the lawful property of plaintiff Nadine Monroe to her. 

RR. On January 22, 1975, defendant Santaniello wrote a letter to plaintiff 
Nadine Monroe making false statements about any further recourse she had, falsely 
protecting the New London County Grievance Committee, and concealing from her that 
she could bring disciplinary action directly to the Superior Court under Connecticut 
General Statutes Section 51-90. And further concealing from plaintiff Nadine Monroe 
that the actions and inactions of the New London County Grievance Committee concerning 
her problem were unconstitutionally violative of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments 
of the United States Constitution, and Article 1, Section 70 of the Constitution of 
Connecticut. 

SS. On or about January 1975, plaintiff Nadine Monroe wrote to the Hartford 


County Grievance Committee and informed defendants Dully, Eisenberg, Bill and Dunn 


of the actions of the other defendants, especially defendant Sikorsky. On March 12, 1975, 
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* defendant Dunn sent plaintiff Nadine Monroe a letter with the fll agreement and 
knoWledge of defendants Dully, Eisenberg and Bill, stating that defendants would 

not assist the plaintiffs in any way, nor prosecute defendant Sikorsky, ami would 
"not comment on other remedies" available to the plaintiffs. Plaintiff Nadine Monroe 
attempted to call defendant Dunn but he was “unavailable,” 

TT. From the latter part of June, 1972 to September, 1972, defendant Gray 
took complete transcripts made from recording tapes of the illegal “bugs” installed 
at the Democratic National Committee Headquarters in the Watergate building and 
transcripts of FBI interviews of Watergate suspects to the White House where they 
Were examined by principals in the Watergate crimes, which acts were known by the 
general public and the defendant Committee members, Harris, Miner and McKay. 

UU. Early in January, 1973, defendant Gray transported across state lines and 
"burned forged documents that had been taken from the safe of Watergate conspirator 
E. Howard Hunt with his (Gray’s) Christmas trash," an act which became public know- 
ledge and of which the defendants Harris, Miner and McKay were well aware, 

VV. In March, 1973, defendant Gray committed perjury in the United States 
Senate hearing on his proposed confirmation as permanent director of the FBI, which 
illegal and unethical act was known to the general public and defendants Harris, Miner 
and McKay. 

Wi, At some time prior to June.?, 1974, defendant Harris, as Chairman of the 
New London County Grievance Committee, sent for and obtained, the American 3ar 
Association file of defendant Gray. After receiving the file, Harris, Miner and 
McKay refused and failed to investigate and present +o the Superior Court, as required 
by Connecticut General Statutes Section 51-90, the offenses committed by defendant 
Gray that were delineated in the American Bar Association File, including, but not 
limited to, perjury before a Senate Committee, destruction by burning of evidence 
taken from the White House safe of ©. Howard Hunt, and the giving of transcripts to 
White House personnel of illegally "bugged" telephone conversations of the Democratic 
National Committee (fruits of the conspiracy to "bug" the Watergate premises) and of 
FBI interviews with Watergate witnesses, 

XX, When prior to Septmebder 1975, defendant McKay, as a member of the New 
London County Grievance Committee, hereinafter the "Grievance Committee", was informed 
in writing by Richard Kraemer'that Kraemer's lawyer, practicing in New London County, 
had charged a fee of $1,000 to prepare an appeal from a state board ruling, collected 
the fee, and never filed the appeal, never informed Kraemer of the failure to file 


the case, and refused to return any part of the $1,000 fee, defendant ‘icKay and his 
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fellow defendants, Harris ani Miner, took no action and never acknowledged the 


receipt of the grievance. 


YY. Several months after the events of Para. XX above, Mr. Kraemer secured 


an official grievance form from the Clerk of the Superior Court, and New London 


County Superior Court, ant filed an official grievance in duplicate with the Clerk. 


Me, Kraemer never received any aclnowledgement of the complaint nor has ne heard of 


any disciplinary action taken against the attorney, nor hes he had any of the services 


paid for rendered by the lawyer, nor was he refunded the $1,000 or paid any interest 


on the sun. 


ZZ. Shortly after the events described in Paras. XX and YY above, the aefendant 


members of the Grievance Committe, Harris, Miner, McKay, received a letter fron 


Judge Longo, then presiding judge of the New London County Superior Court, describing 


the actions of Mr. Kraemer's lawyer. The defendant members of the Grievance Committee 


aid not ackn. ‘ledge receipt of the letter to Mr. Kraemer, and took no action on 


Judge Longo's letter. 
AAA. In 1972, the defendant members of the New London County Grievance Committee 


started a disciplinary action against Attorney Cereld McDermott, for proven grand 


larceny by ex” zzlement of $550 of the Groton Shipbuilders’ Credi‘, Union, A working- 


men's mutual bu2. ng and loan association, Although McDermott never nate restitution, 
he was allowed to resign from the bar, and was not charged with o> srosecuted for the 
crime. When another larceny by McDermott came to light when he was no longer 4 
lawyer, he was sentenced to serve "time". The crimes were identical; when McDermott 
lost his protective aura of lawyer, he was promptly sentenced to jail on the same type 
of offense. 

BBB, In 1972, Attorney Irving Spiro, and in 1975 Attorney Richard Wegner, each 
stole over $5,000 from estate funds, The defendant Grievance Committee members pros- 
ecuted, and Spiro and Wagner were never charged with any crime, Spiro was suspended 
from the var for four months after defendant Gilman, Spiro’s attorney, pleaded that 
Spiro not be suspended, asking "How do you discipline stupidity?" Wagner resigned 
from the bar. Neither lawyer was ever charged with any criminal offense, 4 fate re- 
served for laymen, denying the general public "equal protection of the law," 

ccc, In the fall of 1974, Attorney Milton Jacobson slandered Daniel Malchnan 
and filed a baseless civil action against Malchman which was later withdrawn after 
publicity which damaged Valchnan's reputation and business. Jacobson had Bernard 
Malchman, Daniel's father, then very 41] and living at a different address, served 


with process in the suit, causing great distress to Bernard, and to his son when he 
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" Sbserved the grievous injury to his father. When Halchman filed a grievance with 
the defendant Grievance Committee members on Dec. 19, 1974, he was told that 
Jacobson had 30 days to respond. Four months later, not having heard from the 
Grievance Committee, Malchman contacted the defendant law firm, Suissan, Shapiro, 
Wool & Brennan to sue Jacobson for loss of business due to the bad publicity fron 
the baseless lawsuit and resulting enbarassment from the suit and the false state- 
ment, The defendant law firm refused to take action against a fellow attorney, 
denials of equal protection of the law, of due process of law and the First Amendment 
right to petition for redress of grievagce, not only to Malchman and the general 
public, but the plaintiffs herein,. For almost eighteen ucnths, Mr. Malchman received 
no reply from the Committee members. In Narch 1976, when Malchman again called the 
Grievance Committee, he was told that Jacobson should “apologize". Jacobson has 
refused to even do this. Mr. Malchman has never been informed by the Crievance 
Committee members that he may bring a disciplinary action against Jacobson hinself, 
another denial of due process of law by the New London County Grievance Committee, 
injuring a layman, and denying the public and the plaintiffs th snefit of a rigor- 
ously-disciplined bar. 

DDD. In Nov. 1962, Mrs. Helen Arpin retained co-conspirator Attorney Allyn 
Brown in an accident case. Erown, knowing that he represented Aetna Casualty Insurance, 
eccepted the case involving an uninsured tortfeasor although Aetna carried the "unin- 
sured motorist" protection insurance for firs. Arpin. Four years after co-conspirator 
Brown was retained, he permitted the withdrawal from the automobile accident case of 
the other defendant, owner of the car, who was fully insured. The Arpins had no know- 
ledge of the settlement; they received a check from co-conspirator Brown for $900, 
with no accounting. Brown filed another accident action for the Arpins, against Mr. 
Romanske in 1964, but took no action in four years, s0 the cases were turned over to 
the Arpin's next lawyer. On Nov. 22, 1968, Brown moved for permission to withdraw on 
the basis that he was counsel for Aetna Insurance Company, & conflict of interest. 
Co-conspirator Attorrsy Robert Leuba, a former member of Brown's law firm, took over 
the case. For two years co-conspirator Leuba and his associate, co-conspirator Leo 
McNamara, refused to answer any call made by the Arpins. In 1970, the Arpins filed 
@ grievance with the defendant Grievance Committee members against co-conspirators 
Leuba and McNamara. Several months went by, and receiving no answer, the Arpins 
wrote again. Receiving no reply to the second letter, Mr. Arpin called defendant 


Harris, and was told never to call him again, as he was a very busy man; Arpin was 
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to write letters. Arpin stated he had written letters. Defendant Harris told Arpin 


to call co-conspirator McNamara, who met with the Arpins, apologized for the delay, 


and stated he would try to get 2 hearing. On October 30, 1970, a withdrawal from 


the jury docket was filed in the first Arpin accident case. Ten days later a "final 


discontinuance” was entered, and, on Nov. 18, a motion to set aside the final dis- 


continuance was filed. On Dec. 1, 1970, a total special damages amount of $2,300 


was entered. ‘wo days later a judgment in the amount of $7,764.67 was entered. The 


Arpins were not informed of the judgment, and found out much later thru their physician, 


Dr. Gosselin. On August 12, 1971, Brown's firm sent a letter to the Arpins asking 


for payment of the physician's bill and threatened a wage execution to settle the 


physician's bill of $600. In December, 1972, the Arpins retained co-conspirator 


Attorney Konstant Morell to collect the judgment and pursue the neglected Romanski 


case. In December 1973, Attorney Post of Morell'’s firm requested a conference with 
both Brown and NcNamara to resolve the malpractive claims, Nothing happened, so in 
May 1974, the Arpins sent another letter to the defendant Grievance Committee members. 
Five days later, defendant Harris acknowledged receipt of the letter, A month later, 
Mr. Arpir. called Harris and was told he was not in, The call was not returned, In 
August 1974, Arpin requested the New London County Bar Association to write to de- 
ferdant Harris. There was no reply. In Sept. 1974 Arpin wrote the Connecticut State 
Judicial Department, and in October, a meeting was arranged between the Arpins and 
co-conspirator Morell. On Nov. 14, Morell wrote a letter making false statements 
about the Arpin’s call. The Arpins finally forced Morell to arrange a meeting to 
discuss settlement with defendant McNamara since defendant Brown was on a cruise. 
McNamara offered $2-3,000. The Arpins rejected the offer, and asked co-conspirator 
Morell to file malpractice actions. Morell refused, and the Arpins contacted g 

other New London vicinity attorneys to sue for malpractice, all refused. Co-conspira- 
tor Attorney Albert Genua refused to file malpractice suits, but offered to settle 
the cases, and two days later, offered $5,200 to be accepted “on the spot.” when 
questioned by Arpin, co-conspirator Genua threatened to throw Arpin out of the office. 
In May, 1975, the State Judicial Department finally responded, by communicating with 
Chief Justice Cotter for help. In Aveusé, 1975, the Arpins retained co-conspirator 
Attorney Cary Friedle, and in Jamary, 1976, signed a release in favor of Brown and 
McNamara, accepting $5,200. Defendant Friedle wrote a letter to the Arpins stating 


“You are not to make further complaints to any commission or committee, nor are you 
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to threaten or attempt to pursue litigation,” continuing the conspiracy to deny due 
process of law and the redress of grievances to laymen, and to deny the equal pro- 
tection of the law to members of the class laymen seeking simple justice and redress 
against lawyers. On Feb. 25, 1976, Co-conspirator Friedle refusec to sue co-conspirator 
Morell for malpractice, and criticized the Arpins for complaining about Morell. 

In March, 1976, co-conspirator Morell ignored and refused the request for their files 
made by the Arpins. Throughout all this period, the Grievance Committee member re- 
fused to inform the Arpins that they could initiate disciplinary action against these 
various lawyers for conflicts of interest, fraud, refusal to make accountings and 
extortion, under Section 51-90. For a time, the Arpin papers disappeared from the 
court clerk's files, but were later found in a safe. 

EEE. In 1966, the Congdon family retained co-conspirator Melvin Scott to protect 
their land from Stella'Petrie's “adverse possession” efforts. Co-conspirator Scott 
and Attorney Fracasso, representing Petrie, measured the land at issue, Both concluded 
that the land was Congdon'’s and co-conspirator Scott informed the Congdons that Petrie 
was wrong. Co-conspirator Scott advised Harry Congdon, 65 years old, and in poor 
health, to occupy his land with a sheep. The Petrie’s son-in-law, Frank Nasti, Jr., 

35 years old, 240 pounds, threatened Mr. Congdon, then beat him, kicked him when he 
was down, and hit him with a stake, The selectman (one was a relative of the Petries), 
who had been burying people in the Congdon part of the cemetery on Congdon land, had 
Mr. Gongdon arrested and taken to the police station, for allegedly beating Nasti, 
dnstead of being treated for his injuries. Hr. Congdon was forced to give up his job 
permanently, losing $100 per week, and unable to do his farn chores. Petrie'’s suit 

to take over the Congdon land by "squatting" failed. The papers from that case are 

are missing from the files of the court clerk. Mr. Congdon's civil suit against Nasti 
was handled by co-conspirators Scott, who stated he "liked money”, John Ellsworth, 

who tried to persude the Congdon'to sign over the disputed land to Petrie, and Hdward 
Iavallee. The case was discontinued for lack of prosecution. -Nasti sued fir, Congdon 
for "assault and battery” and he and co-conspirator John Colleran attached the Congdon 
property without giving the Congdons the due process rights of notice or an opportunity 
to beheard. The attachment has been permitted to stand to the present time. The many 
attempts by the Congdons to have their grievances processed by the defendant Grievance 
Committee members have not prevailed; the Committee has refused to inform the Congdons 
of their due process right to proceed against errant lawyers under Section 51-90 then- 


selves, pro se or by counsel, 
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FFF. From prior to October, 1968, to the present time, the defendants Harris, 


Miner and McKay, while sworn to impartially and constitutionally investigate, and 
present to the Superior Court charges against lawyers of the New London County bar, 
maintained regular and frequent professional and social contacts amoung these same 
lawyers which "interfere with unbiased consideration of complaints by the Committee 
members". 
GCC. On April 26, 1974, the cronyism and resultant repeated failure of the de- 


dendant New London County Grievance Committee members to enforce the laws of Connecticut 
egainst errant members of the New London County bar and protect the consumers of 
legal services in the New London County and other state courts caused the Connecticut 
Bar Association Board of Governors to approve Proposed Rules and submit them together 
with recommendations for adoption, to the Judges of the Superior Court of Connecticut. 
Amoung the proposed rules were: 
Rule II - The State of Connecticut shall constitute a single disciplinary district. 
Rule 5 (c) (5) - To assign to such hearings committees the conduct of probable 
cause proceedings concerning charges of misconduct, provided that such matters 
shall be referred to a hearing committee no member of which maintains an office 
for the practice of law in the same county as the accused attorney. 

5. At all times prior to the events described abovs, the plaintiffs and the general 

public of New London County enjoyed peace of mind, security in their persons and 

possessions, relatively peaceful and just relationships with their fellow citizens, 

and the protection of the Constitutions and laws of the United States and of Connecticut. 

6. As a direct and proximate result of the acts and comiuct aforedescribed, the 

plaintiffs and the general public have been deprived of peace of mind, due process 

of law and the equal protection of the law; they have been left insecure in their 

persons and possessions, have been threatened, intimidated, harassed, punished, and 

discouraged from exercising and have been unable to enforce their constitutionally- 

guaranteed rights, privileges, and immunities, have been charged with exorbitant and 

extortionate fees maintained by illegal minimum fee schedules, and have been unable 
f to enjoy the benefits of a rigorously-disciplined bar, 

WHEREFORE, the plaintiffs demand; 

1. For each plaintiff, from the defendants jointly and severally, compensatory damages 

of four hundred thousand dollars and punitive damages of four hundred thousand dollars; 

2. Treble damages for the violation of the Anti Trust lews of the United States; 

3. That this Court appoint a guardian ad litem or counsel to protect the interests 


of the minor plaintiffs and provide them with due process of law; 


l6éa 


4, That this Court convene a special three=judge Court to consider the constitution- 
ality of denial of; 

(a).a Superior Court judge in the case New London Superior Court No. 36, 506, 
Nadine Monroe v. Floyd Monroe, and order that the proceedings therein were 
unconstitutional and null ard void; 

(>) an impartial prosecutor in the cases of the New London County and Hartford 
County Grievance Committees, and order that the composition of both Committees 
4s unconstitutional and that, henceforce, ro grievance committee member 
may participate in a matter concerning a lawyer practicing in his county. 

5. That this Court order that the defendants, and their agents, employees, associates 
and successors, be temporarily and permanently enjoined and restrained from causing 

and committing, while acting in their capacities under color of law, any further 
enforcenent of minimum fee schedules, and denial of, or deterring, biocking, dis- 
couraging, threatening, harassing, punishing, or otherwise 4nterfering with, plaintiffs’ 
constitutionally guaranteed rights, privileges, and immunities, including due process 
of law and equal protection of the law; 

6. That this Court order the New London County and Hartford County Grievance Committees 
4@ placed under the control and operation of a Court-appointed receiver instructed to 
carry out the provisions of Connecticut General Statute Section 51-90 and; 

7. That plaintiffs be allowed their costs herein, including reasonable attorneys’ 

fees if any, or a sum in lieu of attorneys’ fees, travel and otner costs in prosecuting 
this action, and such other relief as may appear to this Court be justified. 


By the plaintiffs, pro se 


Nadine Monroe, individually and on 
behalf of her children, otherwise 
unrepresented, 

AFFIDAVIT OF VERIFICATION 
I, Nadine Monroe, herewith state under the penalty of perjury that I have read the 
above complaint and that all the factual statements of which I have direct personal 
knowledge are true, and of the remainder, 1 believe them to be true, to the best 
of my information, knowledge, and belief. 


Signed this ___ day of May, .1974 
Nadine Monroe 


Subscribed and sworn before me, this date, May _, 1976. 


vy commission expires 


Notary Public 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that I mailed a copy of the above Amended Complaint to all defendants’ 


attorneys, this date, May _, 1976. 


Nadine Nonrce 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT Ci iS age: 
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT : 


a 


HARRY CONGDON, LOIS CONGDON, JANET CONGDON and LOIS CONGDON CHURCHILL; “and! 


KEVIN LESOVITZ and KEVIN LESOVITZ, JR. and ROXANNE LESOVITZ by their father, 
next friend, and natural guardian, Kevin Lebovits, Plaintiffs 


Ve 
L. PATRICK GRAY III, LOUIS C, WOOL, LOUIS C, MARUZ, ROY L. SMITH, KELVIN SCOTT, 
JOHN COLLERAN, JOHN ELLS#CRTH and EDWARD LAVALLEE, individually, and as 
Commissioners of the Courts of Connecticut; 
HENRY HARRIS, #ILLIA“% MINER and EDWARD MCKAY, Ssquires, individually, and as 
Chairman and Members, respectively, of the New London County Grievance committee, 
and as commissioners of the courts of -onnecticut; 
SUISHAN, SHAPIRO, WOOL & SRENNAN, & law partnership 


AZRAHAM SORDCN, Esquire, individually, and as State Referee of the Hartford -ounty 
Superior court and commiss’oner of the courts of Connecticut; 


FRANK NASTI, JR; 
STELLA FETAIE; 
aAILLIAM 3EE3E, individually, and as former Selectman of the Town of Lyme, Vonnect icut; 
and 
JOHN “WAZIH, JOSEPH FIRGELENSKI, and ROSERT MAXWELL, individually, and as Selectman 
of the Town of Lyrie, Connecticut, Defendants. 

TRIAL 2Y JURY REQUIRED 

VERIFIED CO:}FLAINT 

1. This action arises under the constitution of the United States and its First, 
Fifth, Eighth, Ninth, and Fourteenth Anendments; 15 US2 Section 1, 3, 13, 15, and 
25, 28 USC Sections 1331 and 1343; 42 USC Sections 1983, 1985, 1986 and 1988; and 
the laws of the State of connecticut. The anount in controversy exceeds the sum of 
Ten Thousand Doliars, exclusive of interest and costs. 
2. Defendants 1, fatrick iray III, Louis ©. wool, Henry Harris, dillian ‘iiner, 
Sdward “cKay, Louis +. “aruzo, Roy L. Snith, Melvin Scott, John -olleran, Jchn 
Ellsworth, Zdward Lavallee, (hereinafter Gray, Wool, Harris, “iner, “cay, !aruzo, 
Snith, Scott, ‘olleran, Ellsworth ard Lavallee), are all Attorneys at Law, duly 
adnitted to practice and practicing under color of law of the State of connecticut, 


and lonnissioners of the courts of -onnecticut. 


Defendent Suisman, Shapiro, Wool & Brennan (hereinafter the “partnership”), io 
law partnership, duly registered as such with the appropriate municipal agency. 


Defendants Harris, Miner and McKay are the duly appointed and acting chairman and 


Menbers, respectively, of the New London County Grievance Committee, acting ~t all 
times herein unmer color of law of Connecticut. Defendant Bordon is a duly appointed 


and acting State Referee, acting at all tines herein under color of the laws of 


Connecticut. Defendants William Beebe is a forner Selectman, and John Mazer, Joseph 


Firgelewski and Robert Maxwell, (hereinafter Beebe, Maser, Firgelewski and Maxwell), 


are the duly elected and acting Selectman of Lyme, acting at 411 tines herein under 


color of state lav. 
3. Prior to 1962, and continuing thereafter up to and including the filing of this 


Complaint, the defendants did unlawfully, knowingly, and wilfully combine, conspire, 


confederate and agree together and with each other, and with diverse other persons, 
under color of state law, to committ offenses against the United States and acts 
injurious to the plaintiffs, that is; 

a. To knowingly and wilfully deny and defraud, by various schenes and artifices, 
4neluding the bait and switch technique, the plaintiffs and the public in eeneral, 
of due process of law and the equal protection of law, under color of state law, 
in violation of the 14th Amendment of the Sonstitution of the United States, Title 18, 
United States code, Section 241; and Title 42, US Code Sections 1983 and 1985; 

b. To knowingly and wilfully threeten, intimidate, harass, punish, and dis- 
courage, under color of state law, the plaintiffs and the public in general, from 
exercising their constitutionally-cuaranteed rights, privileges and immunities, in 
violation of the Fifth, Sighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the constitution of the 
United States, Title 18, US Code Section 242, and Title 42, US Code Sections 1963 and 
19853 

c. To knowingly and wilfully restrain the practice of law, an interstate trade, 
to deny the plaintiffs and the general public the benefits of constitutional and 
legal protections, and set, maintain and enforce illegal minimum fee schedules; in 
violation of the Fifth and Fourteenth Anendnents of the Constitution of the United 
States and Title 15, US Code Sections 1, 3, 13, 15, amd 25, @11 of which was in vio-~ 
lation of Title 18, US Code Section 371; 

4, In furtherance of the above conspiracy and in order to effect its objectives, 
the defendant did commit, amoung others, the following overt acts in New London 


County, -onnecticut and elsewhere: 


QVERT ACTS 


A, At some tine prior to August, 1968, defendant Harris, Miner and McKay 
were appointed menbers of the New London County Grievance Connittee, (hereinafter 
the “Grievance Committee"), and caused to be commenced and commencmd \o deny the 
general public speedy, just, even-handed and inexpensive determine jon of the public's 
grievances against New London Jounty lawyers. They refused and failed to present 
to the New London lounty Superior Jourt any offenses reported t~ them by pro se 
litivants or the ceneral public, took action only against lawyers who were complained 
against by the New London County Sar Association's Board of jovernors, and failed to 
take effective action against any lawyer arainst whom a grievance was, or should have 
filed. 

B, In 1966 the conedon plaintiffs retained defendant “elvin Scott to protect 
their land from defendant Stella Fetrie's “adverse possession” efforts, Defendant 
Scott and Attorney Fracasso, representin,; defendant Fetrie, measured the land at 
issue. It was concluded that the land was Co 3 and defendant Scott informed 
the Congmions that Petrie was wrong. 

3. Defendant Scott advised plaintiff Harry vonedor., 65 years old, and in poor 
health, t- >ecupy his land with a sheep. In June 1966, the Fetrie's son-in-law, de-~ 
dendant Frank Nasti, Jr., 35 years old, 220 pounds, threatened lr, Jongdon, then 
teat him, kicked him when he was down, and hit him with a stake, Then Frank Nasti 
had tr. Conedon arrested afd taken tc the police station, for allegedly teating 
defendant Nasti, instead of allowing him to be -reated for his injuries. Fflaintiff 
Lois Congdon churchill wanté@ to drive plaintiff Harry conedon to the police station, 
tut they were refused this; plaintiff Harry -ongdon was p. a the barred prisoner 
section of the police car, without first being checked for injuries, Defendant Nasti 
was allowcd to drive himself to the police station, although he was supposed to be 
under arrest also. ‘tr. Jongdon was forced to give up his job permanently, losing 
$120 per week, and unable to do his farm chores. 

D. On April 17, 1967, defendant Stella Petrie filed suit to take over the dis: 
puted land by “squatter's richts" but it failed. The papers from the retrie-on:don 
case are missin; from the files of the New iemnion County -ourt,. 

=, Mr. concdon's civil suit azainst defendant Nasti, filed July 1967, was first 


handled by defendant Scott, who stated " he lixed money”, then defendant 
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Elleworth who tried to persuade the Congdons to sign over the disputed land to 


Petrie, and defendant Levallee. The case was discontinued for lack of prosecution. 
F. On October 17, 1967, defendant Nasti sued Mr. Congdon for "assauit and 
battery" and he and defendant Collevan attached the Congdon property without giving 
the Congdone the dus process rights of notice or an opportunity to be heard. The 

attachment has been permitted to signd to the present time although the case was 
discontinued for failure to prose:ute on July 25, 1972. 

G. At various times from i961 to the present time, the defendant selectnen 
Beebe, Mazer, Forgelewski and Maxwell have ordered that various bodies be buries 
4n the Congdon access paths to the Congdon family section oi the Griffin Cemetery. 


H. The defendant Selectmen of Lyme, Mazer, Firgelewski and ‘iaxwell, have 


utilized various trust funds for the maintenance of other cemeteries, but have neg- 

lected and refused to use Griffin Cemetery funds for the upkeep of that cemetery, 

and neglected the craveyard, forcing the Songdons to do the maintenance themselves. 
I. In early spring 1968, the defendant Selectmen of Lyme, “azer, Firgelewski, 

and “Maxwell, charged the plaintiff Harry Congdon falsely with “illegally operating 

a junkyard" on the Songdor progerty, while simultaneously having the Gonsdons assess- 

ed an automobile tax for unlicensed cars, discrim.aating against the conedons con- 

pared to the other residents and taxable inhabitants of Lyme, denying the vongdons 

the equal protection of the law. 


J. On “ay 6, 1968, the Selectmen had plaintiff Harry Congdon arrested on the 


false charce of "illegally operatirg a junkyard". He was taken to the police barracks 


a police car with a police dog in it. He was not read his rishts. He was later 


und not guilty of vhe charge. 

X, During this “ime defendant Ellsworth, advised the Songdons there was no 
tax «2 junk, and.told them they couldn't keep the unregistered cars, farm tractor, 
and trucks and had to cet rid of them. The Congdons had to pay about £30 a load to 
a junkman to take the vehicles away. Taxes on the vehicies were to be removed for 
that year. 

L. The Zongdcens received a tax bill for the 1967 unregistered cars with their 
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tax bill for the farm property in 1972, as ordered by the Selectmen. Cn June 15 ’ 
Janet Songdon left a check of $279.13, for the full amount of all property taxes 
due fron the Jonedons, with the Tax collector. The Tax Collector, acting under orders 


of the derendant Selectmen, collected the illesal 1967 personal property taxes on 
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the unregistered vehicles leaving a balance due on the farm property. The Congdons 
recently paid this bill under protest. 

fiw The many attempts by the Congdons to have their grievances processed by 
the defendant Grievance Committee nembers have not provailed; the Committee has 
refused to inform the congdons of their due process right to proceed against errant 
lawyers under Section 51-90 of the Connecticut law themselves, pro se. =n 

N. In May, 1973, plaintiff Kevin Lebovitz retained defendant wool to repre- 
sent Lebovitz and his children's interests, and help Lebovitz return his children 
Kevin,Jr. (hereinafter Kevin) and Roxanne Lebovitz (hereinafter Roxanne) to their 
home with plaintiff Lebovitz from Rhode Island, where hirs. Lebovitz had taken them 
illegally when she deserted Lebovitz to maintain an adulterous relationship with 
another man. Plaintiff Lebovitz asked defendant Wool if he could brings the children 
tack to vonnecticut, and defendant Wool falsely said no. 

©. Cn Sept. 7, 1973, plaintiff Lebovitz paid defendant wool $250, and went to 
family court. Plaintiff Lebovitz had gathered evidence against his wife and her 
lover, but defendant ‘iool refused and failed to introduce it, and plaintiff Lebovitz 
was ordered to pay 7&0 per week for alimony and child-support, all the utitlities for 
the house and to vacate the house so his wife could move back in. Defendant wool 
illezally and unethically told plaintiff Lebovitz not to leave the house until he 
told hin to and, a short tine later piaintiff Lebovitz was ordered into family court 
on contempt charges for not leaving. wool then told Lebovitz to "leave the house that 
night or he would be in jail the next morning." 


Fe. On Cetober 9, 1973, plaintiff Lebovitz paid defendant wool another ;250. 


Then defendant wool asked Lebovitz for another ~500 "to save the house". Lebovitz 


paid wool the 7590, but wool did not save the house, 

Q. In December, 1973, defendant wool told plaintiff Lebovitz to hire a private 
detective to obtain additional evidence, which he did, but wool later refused to put 
in evidence that “nich would have caused the plaintiffs to be reunited. This included 
evidence of malnutrition, diseases due to lack of normal cleanlinsos, and her giving 
the children dangerous, illecal drugs and ciearettes to smoke. shen defendant sool 
was shown the children, and saw how dirty they were, he promised to get custody for 
plaintiff Lebovitz, but never submitted any evidence or asked asked for a hearing on 


custody change. 


R. Lebovitz» wife often refused to let him see his children, plaintiff Kevin, JR. 


and Roxanne, during court-ordered visitation, but defendant Wool refused to do any- 


thing about it. When he did get to visit the children they were always dirty. 


S. In January 1974, plaintiff Lebovitz lost work because of bad weather, and 


could not keep up the temporary support payments, but Wool refused to act promptly 


to have the payments reducei. when the payments were finally reduced, defendant 


Wool and défendant Maruzo, Lebovitz's wife's lawyer, made Lebovitz give her the fanily 


car. Defendant Wool told Lebovitz that his wife had to pay the installments on the car 


and to give her the payment book. She did not make the payments, and the bank took 


the car. Defendant ool informed Lebovitz falsely that he could get the car from 


the bank if he made the back payments, that this would keep his (Lebovitz) credit 


rating from going bad, but that Lebovitz would have to sell the car quickly, even at 


a loss. Lebovitz lost approximately $600 on the forced sale of the car, and his 


credit is so bad he cannot get a loan on another car. Defendants wool and Maruzo 


told plaintiff Lebovitz to get to work somehow or go to jail for falling to pay support. 


T. Prior to going to court for the divorce on June 10, 1974, defendants Wool 


and Maruzo demanded $1,250 for Wool and $250 for Haruzo. Defendant Wool gave up the 


plaintiffs right to be heard by a competent judge, inorder to make work for defendant 


Bordon, a state referee. 


U. On June 10, 1974, a hearing was supposed to be held before defendant Sordon. 


Plaintiff Lebovitz had brought in the private detective and other witnesses to his 
wife's using drugs and giving them to the children. Defendant Zordon refused to . 
hold the hearing, and defendant Wool failed and refused to put in any evidence, to 
get the plaintiffs’ a proper hearing, so they were denied their constitutional rights 
to a hearing on the merits and to submit evidence on their behalf. Defendants wool 
and Haruzo determined the settlement. 

Vv. After the settlement on June 10, 1974, defendant Wool delayed taking action 
to settle the sale of the house, so the plaintiff Lebovitz was forced to retain defendant 
Smith for a fee of $400 and he agreed to get the house conveyed to plaintiff Lebovitz, 

w. Neither defendant wool or Smit: “ld give plaintiff Lebovitz a copy of his 
divorce decree. On February 20, 1976 he . lly purchased a copy from the court clerk. 
Defendant Smith informed plaintiff Lebovitz that defendant Bordon should never have 
signed the papers the way the divorce was settled and he also said that defendant 


Wool had misrepresented the plaintiff but would not take a malpractice suit against 
him. He did not offer any information regarding the New London Conty Grievance Committee. 
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X. On Easter Sunday, 1975, Lebovitz went to Rhode Island to pick up his 
children tut no one was home. Defendant Smith told Lebovitz not to pay support 
for weeks he didn't get his children. Lebovitz followed his advice, and two months 
\ater, defendant Smith called Lebovitz and told him that the sheriff was looking 
for Lebovitz to serve pavers for non-support. Defendant Smith volunteered to take 
service for the papers from the sheriff without Lebovitz's knowledge or consent. 
Defendant Smith then changed his statement, and advised Lebovitz not to withhold 
payments when he was refused court-ordered visitations, even though such visit- 
ations are constitutional right, and refused to ask the court for equal procedural 
rights for men in family problems. During this time plaintiff Kevin, Jr. was denied 
proper medical treatment for an infection of his toe, which later required a skin 
graft. 

Y. In June, 1975, defendants Smith and Maruzo had support payments raised 
because Lebovitz's ex-wife was pregnant by her new husband, and had new expenses. 

Z. In the last week of June, 1975, plaintiff Lebovitz was laidoff, but Smith 
refused and failed to get the support payments lowered, leaving plaintiff Lebovitz 
with but $20 per week to live on. 

AA. On July 1, 1975, the Lebovitz plaintiffs were allowed two weeks visitation. 
The skin craft location on Kevin's leg had still not healed, because of lack of medical 
treatment. Plaintiff Lebovitz had to train his children all over again to use Soap. 

BS, Starting Cctoter 1, 1975, the plaintiffs were kept apart ty refusal of 
defendants Snith and Maruzo to enforce visitation. when plaint ffs were next together, 
plaintiff Xevin, Jr. had impetigo sores all over his body. For the next few weekends, 


plaintiff Lebovitz had to arrange diagnosis, treatment, and medication for plaintiff 


Kevin, Jr. Neither child is being taught to clean their teeth, and Kevin, Jr. has @ 


great deal of dental problens. Defendant Smith still refused to apply for change of 
custody. 

CC, On December 10, 1975, defendant ‘!aruzo demanded and received $509, for a 
total paynent of $750,the judgment later disclosed he was only to receive $500, and 
Smith demanded and received an additional $116,68. Plaintiff Letanovitz askec 
defendant Smith azain to get a change custody, but defendant Smith said that it would 
be difficult, and take a long tine, without much chance of success vecause defendant 
varuzo's wife 4s on the state board of health, and defendant “aruze nas relatives 


who are judges and lawyers in liew London and Norwicn courts, 
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DD. On hay 21, 1973, when the plaintiff first learned about the New London 


Courty Grievance Committee, he telephoned their office and asked what could be 


done. Defeniants Harris, ‘iner and ‘ickay refused and failed to tell him that he al 


could file his own removal action in the Superior <ourt, and need not ask then, 


They have not informed him that they do not give speedy consideration to pro se 


grievances and have never acted against a lawyer on the basis of a pro se grievance. 


Shortly thereafter, the plaintiff Lebovitz filed a complaint against defendants ‘ool, 


Smith and “aruzo, with the Grievance Committee. 


EE. In Nov. 1962, Helen Arpin retained co-conspirator Allyn 2rown, Jr. in an 


accident case. Zrown knowing that he represented Aetna casualty insurance, accepted 


the case involving an uninsured tortfeasor althouvh Aetn> carried the ‘uninsured 


motorist” protection insurance for “rs. Arpin. Four years after co-conspirator  zrown 


was retained, he permitted the withdrawal from the case of the other defercant, the 


owner of the car, who was fully insured. The Arpins had no knowledc-e of the settle- 


ment; they received a check frox =rown for 7900, with no accountine., “rown filed 


another accidert action for the Arpins, arainst “r. Ronanski in 1964, tut took no 


action in four years, $0 the cases were turned over to the Arpin's next lawyer. on 


Nov. 22, 1968, Brown moved for permission to withdraw on the basis that he was counsel 


for Aetna Insurance Company, a conflict of interest. Attorney Fotert Leuta, a forner 


menber of srown's law firm, took over the case, For two years Leusa and his asscciate, 
Leo ticNanara, refused to ansver any call nade ty the Arpins. in 1970 the Arpins filed 

a grievance with the defendant crievance Committee members against Leuba and JicNasara. 
Several months went by, and receiving no answer, the Arpins wrote asain. Receiving 

no reply to the second letter, Mr, Arpin cailed defendant Harris, and was told never to 
cali him again, as he was a very busy man; Arpin was told to write letters. Arpin 
stated he had written letters. Defendant Harris told Arpin %o call Attorney ichamara, 
who net with the Arpins, apologized for the delay, and stated he would try to geta 
hearine. On Cctober 39, 1970, a withdrawal from the jury docket was filed in the 
first Arpin accident case. Ten days later a "final discontinuance" was filed. Cn 

Dec, 1, 197°, 2 total special danages anount of 52,300 was entered. ‘Two days later 

a judement in the arount of 7,764.67 was entered, The Arpins were not informed oF 
the judsment, and found it out much later thru their physician, Dr. Gosselin. ‘n 
Ausust 12, 1971, srown's firm sent 2 letter to the Arpins asking for raynent ox the 


rhysictan’s Sill and threatened a wage execution to settie the pnysiczian's OCC 24 
< - aie 


acd 
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In December, 1972, the Arpins retained co-conspirator Attorney Konstant Merrell to 
collect the judgment and pursue the neglected Romanski case. In December 1973, Attorney 
Post of ‘lorrell’s firm requested @ conference with both Brown and ‘icNamara to resolve 
the malpractice clains. Nothing happened, so in Hay 1974, the Arpins sent another 
letter to the defendant Grievance Committee members, Five days later, defendant 
Harris acknowledged receipt of the letter. A month later, the Arpins sent another 
letter about the same grievances, and another month later, ‘ir. Arpin called and was 
told he was not in. His call was not returned. In August 1974, Arpin requested the 
New London county 3ar Association to write to defendant Harris. There was no reply. 
In Sept. 1974, arpin wrote the Connecticut State Judicial Department, and in October, 
a meeting was arranged between the Arpins and Attorney Morrell. Cn Nov. 14, Morrell 
wrote a letter making false statenents about the Arpins’ call. The Arpins finally 
forced Norrell to arrange a meeting to discuss settlement with Attorney ‘NeNanara 
since Attorney Srown was on a cruise. MeNamara offered $2-3,000. The Arpins rejected 
the offer, and asked co-conspirator Norrell to file malpractice actions. “orrell 
refused, and the Arpins contacted eight other New London vicinity attorneys to sue 

for malpractice, all refused. Co-conspirator Albert Gata refused to file malpractice 
suits, but offered to settle the cases, and two days later, offered $5,200 to be 
accepted "on the spot", when questioned by Arpin, Attorney genua threatened to throw 
hin out of the office. In way 1975, the State Judicial martment finally responded, 
by communicating with Thief Justice Jotter for help. In August, 1975, the Arpins 
retained co-conspirator Attorney Friedle, and in January 1976, signed a release in 
favor of 3rown and iicNamara, accepting 35,200. Co-conspirator Friedle wrote a letter 
to the Arpins stating "You are not to make further conplaints to any coniission or 
comnittee, nor are you to threaten or attempt to pursue litigation ,” continuing the 
conspiracy to deny due process of law and the redress of grievances to laymen, and 

to deny the equal protection of the law, to members of the class of laymen seeking 
sinple justice and redress against lawyers. On Feb. 25, 1976, Attorney *riedle 
refused to sue Attorney Morrell for malpractice, and criticized the Arpins for com- 
plaining about Morrell. In march 1976, Attorney Norrell ignored and refused the 
request for their files nade by the Arpins. Throughou ~° this period, the Grievance 
committee member defendants refused to inform the Arp... .t they could initiate 
disciplinary action against these various lawyers for conflicts of interest, fraud, 


refusal to make accountines and extortion, under Section 51-99. For a while the 
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Arpin nesers disappeared from the court clerk's office files, but were later found 
in a safe. 
FF, From the latter yart of June, 1972,to September, 1972, defendant Cray 
took complete transcripts made from the recording tapes of the illegal "buss" installed 
at the Democratic National Committee Headquarters in the Watergate building and 
transcripts of FBI interviews of Watergate suspects to the White House where they 
were examined by principals in the Watergate crimes, which acts were known by the 
general public and the defendant Grievance Committee members, Harris, Miner and licKay. 
CC. In summer of 1972, defendant Gray transported across state lines to his 
home in Stonington, Connecticut “forged documents” that had been taken from the 
safe of Watergate conspirator E, Howard Hunt and months later Gray burned these 
documents with his Christmas trash, an act which became public knowledge and of 


the defendants Harris, :‘iner and iicKay were well aware. 


HH. On January il, 1973 defendant Gray ordered an illezal and unconstitutional 


“mail cover" on the national headquarters of a political party, the Socialist 
workers Party, knowing that there was no 4ndictment pending against any members 

of the political party who was under indictment. From time to time, defendant Gray 
ordered other illegal and unconstitutional "mail covers" and telephone taps. 

II, In varch, 1973 defendant Gray committed perjury in the United States 
Senate hearing on his proposed confirmation-as permanent director of the F3I, which 
4llegal and unethical act was known to the general public and defendants Harris, 
Miner and McKay. 

JJ. At some time prior to June 7, 1974 defendant Harris, as Chairman of the 
New London county Grievance “emmittee, sent for and obtained, the American Far 
Association file complied on defendant Gray. After receiving the file Harris, fg 
Miner and McKay refused and failed to investigate and present to the Superior -ourt, 
as requirei by Connecticut General Statutes Section 51-90, the offenses committed 
by defendant Gray that were delineated in the American Sar Association file, in- 
cluding, but not limited to, perjury before a Senate Committee, destruction by 
burning of evidence taken from the white House safe of ©, Howard Hunt, and the 
giving of transcripts of white House personnel of illegally "bugged" telephone 
conversations of the Democratic National Vonmittee ( the fruits of the conspiracy 


to "bug" the watergate premises) and of £31 interviews with daterzate witnesses. 


Aa 2 dn pay | 
KK. In August, 1968, co-conspirator lawyer Londregan lied to Nadine ‘Monroe 
concerning legal duties he had contracted to perform for her and her children, 
concealing from her that he was denying then due process of law, later in the 
fall of 1968, co-conspirator Londregan showed defendant Wool, attorney for Firvw 
Monroe, Nadine Nonroe's adversary inportant material evidence which Nadine Monroe 
had instructed hin not to disclose to the opposition. After showing defendant 
dool theevidence he was not to divulge, co-conspirator Londregan, on instruction 


of defendant Wool, falsely informed Nadine ‘ionroe she could not use the evidence, 


denyin= the “lonroes their right to Antroduce evidence in support of their cause. 


In Nov. 1968, co-conspirator Londregan nade false recommendations to Nadine Monroe 
concerning the amount of support she should obtain from Floyd Monroe, denying the 
Monroe children in the judicial determination of amounts due then. 

LL. in-april, 1969, co-conspirator Cilnan, after beconine counsel for Nadine 
Monroe, illerally advised her to sign fraudulent income tax papers. Shortly before 
June 13, 1969, defendant Wool and co-conspirator Gilman and floyd “tonroe failed 
and refused to provide insurance protection for Lisa and Floyd Richard, and on 
June 13, 1969 caused to be given and gave fraudulent perjured testinony, injurious 
to the plaintizfs' cause, which perjury was not discovered ty the ‘onroes until 
late in August, 1971. Cn June 13, 1969 co-conspirator Gilzan refused to challenge 
false evidence subiitted by defendant “ool, failed and refused to obtain an order 
for paynents to which the plaintiffs were entitled as a matter of law, failed and 
refused to make a claim on funds which were due the plaintiffs as a matter of law, 
failed and refused to arcue pleading he previously filed, denying the Monroes tenefits 
of funds they were due as a matter of law, and accepted an unjust settlenent for 
the plaintiffs without knowledge or consent of Nadine fonroe. At the end of the 
court proceedins that day, co-conspirator Gilnan advised Nadine “onrce against pronpt 
termination of the litieation, intending thereby to pernit, and pernitting, de- 
fentant Yool and his client, Floyd “Monroe, te conceal and remove funds in which 
the ionroes had a lawful interest. 


‘mtn July 14, 1969, defendant dooi filed a pleadinz in the New London -ounty 


Superior Court, and by prearrangement with co-conspirator Gilman, the pleading was 
not prosecuted, thereby allowing the concealment and removal of the Monroes' funds 

to continue. On January 21, 1971, defendant Wool filed a pleading to exert extor~ 
tionary pressure on Nadine Monroe, and co-conspirator Gilman failed and refused to 
respond to the pleading to deny the Monroes a speedy determination of the issues. 

On February 17, 1971 co-conspirator Cilman filed an unjustified pleading seeking 
payment of $7,500 from Floyd Monroe without the knowledge or consent of Nadine 
Monroe, making reasonacle and prompt settlement of the issues and termination of the 
proceedings impossible. On September 27, 1971 defendant Wool and co-conspirator 
Gilman met for two hours, and agreed to deny the Monroes effective representation. 

In October 1971, co-conspirator Gilman made himself unavailabie to Nadine Monroe, 

and instructed his secretary to inform her that he was on vacation and Floyd Monroe 
said he would “play dirty” if Nadine "onroe continued to press for the divorce. In 
November, 1971, Co-conspirator Gilman became inecitiog and verbally abusive and 
shouted at Nadine Monroe. He made false statements that she had no grounds for a 
divorce ami refused to use effective material evidence in his possession. He stated 
falsely that the Floyd Monroe and Son corporation, whose sole owner was defendant 
Floyd “onroe, was not a family asset which plaintiffs could share as a matter of law, 
He falsely and extortionately maintained to Nadine Konroe that she should accept a 
$10,000 settlement and the “privilege” of obtaining the divorce, and that if she 

did not, she would get “nothing”. On December 1, 1971, co-conspirator Gilnan refused 
to return papers, including evidence not introduced in court, to Nadine Konroe until 
or unless she paid him an extortionate sum. He did not return her papers until 
February 1, 1972. On January 26, 1972, co-conspirator Giiman filed a request to 
withdraw from the case, and the next day, defendant wiool filed a cross complaint 

for divorce for Floyd Monroe. 

NN. On March 2, 1972, defendant dool filed a motion to place the complaints 
on the uncontested list knowing full well that the Nonroes wished to contest the 
complaints, making it necessary for Nadine Nonroe to hire co-conspirator Sikorsky 
to prepare and file her objection to uncontested proceedings. in the period “arch 
2 to 13, 1972, co-conspirator Sikorsky misrepresented his diligence to Nadine 
Monroe, and promised a "gangbuster” action including the divorce decree by that 
summer. On or about ‘larch 24, 1972, co-conspirator Sikorsky and his associates 
cancelled the deposition of Floyd Monroe that had been ¢ranted by the Court on 


March 17, promised to reschedule the deposition promptly, but failed and refused 
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to do so. in Tune, 1972, co-conspirator Sikorsky had a conference with Nadine 

Konroe, admitted he icd not handled the case properly, stated he was terminating 

his associate who had cancelled the depositicn described in Faragraph Wi, above, and 
stated he knew nothing about the case being referred to a State Referee, co-conspirator 
Troland. Defendant Sikorsky delayed the deposition of defendant /loyd “onroe until 
Septemder 11, 1972, and amended the complaint to include two sore serious charfces 
against Floyd “onroe the day after he took the deposition. On Septenter 11, at 

the deposition, 7loyd Fonroe refused to answer material questions upon advise of 
defendant Trand, and conitted perjury ina material matter, that is, his ownership 

of Floyd “‘onroe and Son, inc. on Cetober 13, 1972, co-conspirator Sikorsky sent a 


young menber of his firm, with no courtroor experience, to arrue the motion he had 


filed to force “loyd ‘onroe to auswer deposition questions. Ke failed —— Nadine 


Monroe or the youne inexperienced lawyer that the case had been transferred™to co- 
conspirator State Referee Troland four ~onths previously, without prior knowledze 
or consent of tiadine /onroe «ho did not want any referee, and specifically did not 
want Troland, who was &1 years of age at the tine. Zo-conspirator Stkorsky stated 
that the “onroes had to proceed with co-conspirator Troland as Referee; "they had to 
zo ahead with hin.” 

OC. In Novenber 1972, defendant rand took the deposition of Wadine tonroe, 
represented ty another associate of co-conspirator Sixorsky, who was totally unfamiliar 
with the case, curthering the goals of the conspiracy to deprive the Monroes of due 
process of law vy use of the “bait and switch” technique. <n January, 1973, defendant 
trand had sloyd “onroe send hin several support checks for the plaintiffs which he 
forwarded to co-conspirator Sikorsky's office. Sikorsky sent one check tack to Srand, 
further delaying pay ent of living costs. 

Fr. From 1973 to the present, the defendant nenbers of the New London wounty 
Grievance Cowiittee have refused and failed to consider erievances against any referee, 
ineludine defendant Troland, maintaining that he was a “judge”, knowing full well. 
that the connecticut Judicial Review council would not consider any cotplaints asainst 
defendant Troland because he was not a jude. 

QQ. On February 6, 1973, at the connencenent of the fonroe divorce hearing de- 
dendant .ool and co-conspirators Sikorssy, srand and Troland represented that Nadine 
-onroe had to <o forward with Troland as xeferee, forcing her to settle rather than 


rely on the judgment of co-conspirator Troland. Sikorsky procealed without resolving 
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the problems of fraud and perjury by Sloyd “Monroe or determining the actual worth of 


the corporation or obtaining copies of Floyd Monroe’s income tax returns which were 
material, denying the Monroes access to evidence needed to protect their interests. 
Co-conspirator Sikorsky refused and failed to place on record “loyd ionroe’s perjury 
concerning concealment of ownership of the corporation stock, or any evidence atout 
concealnent of assets at the Uhase Manhattan Rank. A certified Fublic Accountant, under 
guidance of defendant Wool, gave inaccurate, misleading and inconplete testinony, and 
co-conspirator Sikorsky failed and refused to resolve the conflicts between the testi- 
mony of the certified Public Accountant and that of -loyd Monroe. 

RR. Cn Farch 9, 1973, co-conspirator Sikorsky denanded nore noney of Nadine 
Fonroe, without itevizing charges or previous payments, and she paid hin 5640.95, 
which nade a total paynent of 73,000, In August 1973, co-conspirator Sikorsky re- 
fused Nadine “onroe's request to resolve automobile and the children’s trust fund 
problems and obtain settlenent of plaintiff /loyd Richard's nedical tills. Sikorsky 
stated he would co to court at a later date but didn’t. 

SS. On September 4, 1973, Nadine ‘Monroe complained to defendants Harris, i-iner 
and “ickay, avout co-conspirator “iinan, They negiected to process the complaint as 
required vy law, On January 7, 1974, Nadine Monroe wrote to Judce Santaniello and 
asked him to take action. ‘ie contacted the defendants of the Grievance Connittes, 
who inforned hin and Nadine “onroe falsely that they “ere investirating and that 
Nadine Konroe would te informed of a decision promptly. 

TT, In the Sprine of 1974, co-conspirator Sikorsky stated “we” should settle 
the autonobdile provlen for less as “we" had waited too long to go into court, ad-itting 
his malpractice. He admitted he had not completed the necessary work on the child 
plaintiffs’ trust fund. He instructed Nadine Monrce to reopen the divorce case cecause 
of floyd “‘onroe's perjury by askine State's Attorney 0” rien to prosecute hin. ©’ rien 
refused; Sikorsky delayed the matter further; the case was never reopened. (Cn <-eb. 6, 197 
co-conspirator Sikorsky sent a till of 3336 for unitenized services allegedly rendered. 
dhen Nadine Monroe asked for an accountine, he refused and stated he would keep her 
pavers until she paid his, and he has kept then to this date. (n Decenvcer 2, 197%, ¢s- 
conspirator Sikorsxy, throush a lawyer purporting to represent ni, daranded pay ent 
of 3336.00, from Nadine fonroe in an extortionary letter. 

uu. Cn Decender 2, 1974, Nadine ‘onroe wrote Judge Santanteile a ain, tho “et 
with her, and contacted the defendant ‘ew London -ounty -rievance sommittee -e* ers 


again. Cn Jan. 6,1975, the defendants of the New London vJounty rievance -o.nittee 
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wrote & false and frauwiulent letter to Nadine Monroe, demonstrating that they had 
failed and refused to pronptly inquire into, investigate thoroughly, and “present 
to the court” the offenses of co-conspirator Gilmar, namely conspiracy with defendant 
Wool and Floyd “onroe to delay and injure the Nonroes and actual gross delay and 
resultant injury, extortion by refusal to return documents, the property of Nadine 
Monroe, until and unless he was paid, illegal advice to sign fraudulent income tax 
papers, failure to provide insurance protection for Lisa and Floyd Richard, causing 
false testimony to be given by Floyd ifonroe, refusal to challence false evidence 
submitted by defendants fool and Floyd Monroe, refusal to obtain court orders to 
which the Monroes were entitled. refusal to make claims of funds due the plaintiffs, 
refusal to arsue pleadings he had filed previously, acceptance of an unjust settlement 
without the knowledre or consent of Nadine ionroe, failure to conclude litigation, 
allowing defendant wool and Floyd Monroe to conceal and remove at least $200,000 
in which the tonroes had interest, collusion with defendant dool in failure to arzue 
pleadinzs, filing pleadincs for-unjust paynent of lezal fees by Floyd Monroe without 
knowledce or consent of Nadine “Monroe, 7akine hinself unavailable to Nadine “onroe 
so that Floyd “onroe could make threats to her, making false and abusive statenents 
and shout‘n* at Nadine “onroe, extortion, and refusal to return the lawful property 
of Nadine “onrcee to her. 

VV. when prior to Septetber 1975, defendant vckay, as 4 nerber of the New 
Lendon County © ce Committee, hereinafter the "Grievance Connittee”, was inforred 
in writiny ty ..c 4 Mraener that Kraever's lawyer, co-conspirator John Doe practicing 
in New London County, had charged a fee of $1,000 to prepare an appeal from a state 
board ruling, collected the fee, and never filed the appeal, never inforred Kraener 
of the failure to file the case, and refused to return any part of the 31,000 fee, 
defendant McKay and his fellow defendants Harris, and “iner, took no action and never 
acknowledzed the receipt of the grievance, 

dd. Several ronths after the events of Para, VV, above, (r. Kraener secured 


an official grievance forn fro- the Slerk of the New London County Superior <ourt, 


and filed an official srievance in duplicate with the clerk against co-conspirator 


John Doe, Xraener never received any knowledgeve.t of the complaint nor has he 

had any of the services paid for rendered by John Doe, nor was he refunded the 31,000. 
Xk, Shortly after the events descrited in faras. VV, and «¥ above, the defendant 

nenhers of the crievance conntitee, Harris, “iner and “cKay, received a letter fron 

Judwe Longo, then presiding judes of the New London Superior -ourt, describing the 

actions of co-conspirator John doa, ‘x. Krae er's lawyer, The defendant er ers of 

the Grievance “ounittee did not acknowledee receict of the letter to “=, Kraerer, 
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and took no action on Judge Longo's letter. 
YY. In 1972, the defendant members of the New London County Crievance Committee 


started a disciplinary action against co-conspiratoy Attorney Gerald “cDermctt, for 
proven grand larceny by enbezalenent of $550 of the Groton Shipbuilder's Credit Union, 
a Workin-ens’ sutual building and loan association. Although co-conspirator ¥cDernott 


never nade restitution, he was required to resign fron the bar, and was not charged with, 


or prosecuted for, the crime, dhea another larceny by co-conspirator McDermott cane 


to licht when he wes no longer a lawyer, he was sentenced to serve “tine”. The crines 


were identical; when McDernott lost his protective aura of lawyer, he was promptly 


sentenced to jail on the sane type of offense. 


ZZ. In 1972, co-conspirator Attorney Irving Spiro, and co-conspirator Attorney 


Richard ¢agner, in 1975, each stole over 5,000 from estate funds. The defendant 


Gritevanze Committee neubers prosecuted, and co-conspirators Spiro and wagner were 


never charged with any crime, Co-conspirator Spiro was suspended fron the har for 


four months after co-conspirator Gilvan, Spiro’s attorney, pleaded that Spiro not te 


suspended, askinz, “How do you discipline stupidity?" co-conspirator Naener resizned 


from the tar. Neither lawyer was ever charred with any criminal offense, a fate 


reserved for laynen, denying the veneral public “equal protection of the law, 


AAA. In the fall of 1974, co-conspirator Attorney “Milton Jacotson slandered 


Daniel “‘alchran and filed a teseless civil action acainst “alch-an «hich was later 
withdrawn after publicity which daraged “alchian's reputation and business. Jaco>son 
had 2ernari “alchran, Daniel's father, then very {ll and living at a different aidress, 
served with process in the suit, causing great distress to Jernard, and to his son 
when he otserved the grievous injury to his father. when Malchnan filed a erievance 
with the ‘defendant Crievance Consittee menvers on December 19, 1974, he was told that 
co-conspirator Jaco»son had 30 days to respond. Four months later, not having heard 
fron the Grievance Cornittee, “aichran contacted the defendant law firm, Suisman, 
Shapiro, wool & =rennan, to sue Jacobson for loss of business due to tha tad publicity 
fron the baseless lawsuit and resulting ertarass:ent fron the suit and the false 
state-ent. The defendant law firu refused to take action against a fellow attorney, 
denials of equal protection of the law, of due process of law, and the “irst Avuend- 
ment right to petition for redress of grievance, not only to Falchnan and the general 
pudlic, but the plaintiffs herein. for almost eighteen months, “r. falchnan received 
no reply fron the defendant Connittee menbers, in March 1976, when Valchman avain 


called the Committee, he was told that Jacobson should “apologize”. Jaco>son has 
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refused to even do this. Hr. Malchman has never been informed by the defendant 
Grievance Committee members that he may bring a disciplinary action against Jacobscn 
hinself, another denial of due process of law by the New London County Grievance 
Committee, injuring a laynan, and denying the public and the plaintiffs the benefits 
of a rigorously-disciplined ter, 

BBB, From prior to Cetober 196°, to the present tine, the defendants Harris, 
Miner and “ckay, while sworn to impartially and constitutionally investigate, and 
present to the Superior Court charzes against lawyers of the New London county bar, 
maintained regular and frequent professional and sccial cortacts sarong these sane 
lawyers which “interfere with unbiased consideration of complaints by the committee 
members.” 

occ. On April 26, 1974, the cronyisn ard resultant repeated failure of the 


defendant New London County Grievance Committee nenbers to enforce the laws of 


Zonnecticut egainst errant nen>ers of the New London County var and protect the a 


consuners of lesal services in the New London «ounty and other etate courts caused 
the Connecticut far Association “card ef Covernors to approve Troposed Rules anc 
submit them together with reco nendations of adoption, to the Judges of the Superior 
Sourt of connecticut. Acong the proposed rules were; 
Rule TI - The State of connecticut shall constitute a single disciplinary district. 
Bule V ‘c, 5) - To assign to such hearings counittees the conduct of protacle 
cause proceedinvs concerning charges of misconduct, provided that such natters 
shall te referred to a hearing connittee no mnenber of which maintains an office 
for practice of law in the same county as the accused attorney. 
5, At all times prior to the events descrited atove, the plaintiffs and the general 
public of New London county enjoyed peace of mind, security in their persons and 
possessions, relatively peaceful and just relationships with thei: fellow citizens, 
and the protection of the Constitution of the United States and the laws of connecticut, 
6, AS a direct and proxinate result of the acts and conduct aforedescribed, the 
plaintiffs and the general public have been deprived of peace of mind, due process 
of law and the equal protection of the law; they have been left insecure in their 
persons and possessions, have teen threatened, intinidated, harassed, punished, and 
discourared frow exercising and have been unable to enforce their constitutionaliy- 
guaranteed rishts, privilezes, and innunities, have, in the case of plaintiff darry 
Conetion, been teaten, falsely arrested, and illerally inprisoned, have teen char7ed 
with exorbitant and extortionate fees saintaimed by \lleval ninicun fee echedules, 


and “ave ceen unable to enjey the senefitea of a rizvorously~<liseipiined ‘ar. 


WHEREFORE, the plaintiffs demand: 

1. For each plaintiff, with the exception of the plaintiffs Harry Congdon and 
Kevin Lebovitz, Jr. and Rozanne Lebovitz, from the defendants jointly and severally, 
compensatory damages of four hundred thousand dollars, and punitive darages of four 
hundred thousand dollars, and for plaintiffs Harry Congdon and Kevin Lebovitz,Jr. 
and Roxanne Lebovitz, from the defendants, jointly anc severally, compensatory 
damages of eignt hundred thousand dollars each and punitive damages of eight hundred 
thousand dollars each; 

2. Treble damages for the violation of the Ant3 Trust laws of the United States; 

3. That thig.Court appoint a guardian ad litem or counsel to protect the interests 
of the minor plaintiffs and provide then with due process of law; 

kh, That this Court convene a special three-judge Court to consider the constitution- 
ality of denial of: 

(a) a Superior Court judge in the New London Superior Court case No. 42765, 
Dorothy Ann Sposato Lebovitz v. Kevin Lebovitz, and order that the pro- 
ceedings therin were unconstitutional and null and void; 
that the appointment of any State Referee over 70 years of age who is 
paid by the day of service and selected by attorneys instead of 2 judge 
4n a contested case is a denial of an impartial tribunal and thus a denial 
of due process under color of state law; and 


an impartial prosecutor in the case of the New London County Grievance 


Committee, and order that thecomposition of that committee is unconsti- 
I 


tutional, that henceforth, no grievance committee member may participate 

in a matter concerning a lawyer practicing in his county. 
5, That this Court order that the defendants, and their agents, enployees, associates 
and successors, be temporarily and permanently enjoined and restrained from caus- 
ing and committing, while acting in their capacities under color of law, any further 
eafercement of minimum fee schedules, and denial of, or deterring, blocking, dis- 
couraging, threatening, harassing, arresting, prosecuting punishing or otherwise inter- 
fering with, plaintiff's constitutionally guaranteed rights, priv ; 
including due process of law and equal protection of the law; 
6, That this Court order the New London County Grievance Committee placed under the 
control and operation of a Court-appointed receiver instructed to carry out the pro- 


visions of Connecticut General Statutes Section 51-90 and; 
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7. That plaintiffs be allowed their costs herein, including reasonable attorneys’ 
fees if any, or a sum in lieu of attorneys’ fees, travel costs in prosecuting this 
action, and such other relief as may appear to thie Court to be justified. 

By the plaintiffs, pro se 


ate 5 Lae £ f... ae 
jane Mins 2A~ Hee. Congdon Churchill 


He Sevetcoe Rd. 22 Lebanon Avenue 
Lyme, Conn. Colchester, Conn. 


ie , 
Cg rat ee 
Kevin Be De fae 
46 Morgan Street 
Pawcatuck, Conn. 
individually, and on 


behalf of his children, 
otherwise unrepresented 


AFFIDAVITS OF VERIFICATION 
We, Harry Congdon, Lois Congdon, Janet Congdon and Lois Congdon Churchill, herewith 
state under penalty of perjury that we have read the above complaint and that all 
the factual statements of which we have direct personal knowledge are true, and of 
the remainder, we believe them to be true, to the best of our information, knowledge 
and belief. 
Signed this day the > of June, 1976. 


ese gdm as Cl 


Subscribed and sworn befor me, this date, ” sane, ee eS — ay 
a < Ze ae if 
My Commisson expires _-/- /- 37 a Be ee ee 
et —~/- §@ : Notary Public Saag 
Pee 
SO 


AFFIDAVIT OF VERIFICATION 
I, Kevin Lebovitz, herewith state under penalty of perjury that I have read the 
atove complaint and that all the factual statements of which I have direct personal 
knowledge are true, and of the remainder, I believe them to be true, to the best of 


ny information, knowledce and belief. 


Sizned this the day of June, 1976. a Liurom. “datos 
Kevin Lebovi Lebovitz = 


Subucrited and sworn before me, this date, june GE, 1976, 


Hy commission expires April i- 19 1G jv 
Aegyius cS 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ro pti tag 


w dit -- 


DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT» 


NADINE MONROE, ET AL. 
CIVIL NO. H-76-91 


Vv. 


L. PATRICK GRAY, ET ee 


HARRY CONGDON, ET AL. 
CIVIL NO. H-76-239 


ve 


L. PATRICK GRAY, III, ET AL. 


RULING ON MOTIONS TO DISMISS 


The plaintiffs, Nadine Monroe and her two children, 


Floyd, Jr. and Liza, have brought this action alleging two 
conspiracies to deprive them of their constitutional rights, 
and one conspiracy in violation of the antitrust laws of the 
United States. The defendants are Floyd Monroe, Jr., Ms. 
Monroe's ex-husband, Martin Gottesdiener, a Certified Public 
Accountant, 15 judges and attorneys, and one law firm. Each 
of the defendants has filed a motion to dismiss the action. 

A detailed examination of the 15-page amended complaint 
discloses three separable claims, each of which must be 
addressed individually. Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41 (1957)7 
1 

On April 28, 1976, Ms. Monroe moved to amend her complaint 


to add parties plaintiff and defendant. That motion was 
denied on April 30, 1974. The new plairsiffs proceeded to 


I. The Divorce Conspiracy 
The original conspiracy is alleged to have arisen 


during the divorce proceedings between the plaintiff, 

Ms. Monroe, and her husband. The complaint alleges that 

Mr. Monroe, his Certified Public Accountant, Martin 
Gottesdiener, and his attorneys, Louis C. Wool and Andrew 
Brand, and their law firm, Suisman, Shapiro, Wool and Brennan, 
| conspired with Thomas E. Troland, the Referee of the New 
London County Superior Court who presided at the divorce pro- 
| ceedings, and Ms. Monroe's three successive attorneys, Francis 
| Londregan, George Gilman and Igor Sikorsky, Jr., to deprive 

| her of due process and equal protection of the laws during 

| the course of those proceedings. Jurisdiction is alleged to 


exist pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and 28 U.S.C. § 1343.2! 


| A. The State Referee 


Insofer as the complaint attempts to state a claim 
against Re.eree Troland, it must be dismissed. Since he was 
| presiding at a divorce proceeding in a judicial capacity, he 


is immine from suit under § 1983. Pierson v. Ray, 386 U.S. 


17 cont'd 


file an independent action, Congdon v. Gray, Civil No. 
| H-76-239, This new suit raises issues identical to those 
| decided here and therefore requires an identical disposition. 


2/ 

~ The complaint also contains allegations of jurisdiction 
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and 42 U.S.C. §§ 1985, 1986, and 
1988. It does not, however, state facts sufficient to support 
jurisdiction under those sections. 


547 (1967); Lomoardi v. Bockholdt, Civil No. H-75-221 (D. Conn 


Nov. 17, 1975), aff'd mem., (2d Cir. April 21, 1976). 


B. The Remaining Defendants 
The two essential allegations to a § 1983 claim are: 


1) that the conduct complained of subjected the complainant 

to a deprivation of rights, privileges, or immunities secured 
by the Constitution and laws of the United States, and 2) that 
the conduct complained of was done or caused to be done by a 
person acting under the color of state law. 


In this conspiracy there are no allegations against 


gtate officials except Referee Troland, and since he is im- 


mune from suit, he cannot supply the necessary nexus to 
official activity. Hansen v. Ahlgrimm, 520 F.2d 768 (7th Cir. 
1975). The fact that attorneys in Connecticut are also 
Commissioners of the Court does not convert their every 
activity into state action for the purposes of § 1983. See 
Fine v. City of New York, 529 F.2d 70, 74 (2d Cir. 1975); 
Steward v. Meeke:, 459 F.2d 669 (3d Cir. 1972). Consequently 
this claim of conspiracy must be dismissed against all the 
named defendants for failure to state a claim upon which re- 
lief can be granted as well as for lack of jurisdiction. 
Lombardi v. Bockholdt, Civil No. H-75-221 (D. Conn. Nov. 17, 


1975), aff'd mem., (2d Cir. Apr. 21, 1976). 


Il. The Grievance Committee Conspiracy 


In this claim, Ms. Monroe alleges that when she brough 


charges against the attorneys involved in her divorce action 


to the grievance committees of New London and Hartford 


Counties, the members of those committees refused to prosecute 
her complaints, and thus denied her due process and equal 
protection of the laws. She further alleges that this refusal 
to act on her complaints was part of a larger conspiracy on 
the part of the grievance committees to refuse to investigate 
all complaints against attorneys made by private individuals. 
She also alleges that Judge Angelo Santaniello, of the 
Connecticut Superior Court, is equally liable for at least 
condoning, and at most participating in the conspiracy. 
| Finally, she has included L. Patrick Gray in her claim as an 
| example of an attorney who, she claims, should have been 
disciplined by the New London County Grievance Committee. 


Jurisdiction is alleged to exist pursuart to 42 U.S.C. § 1933 


| and 28 U.S.C. § 1343. 


| A. The Judge 
The complaint against Judge Santaniello must be dis- 


i missed, as he is immune from suit under § 1983. Pierson v. 


| Ray, 386 U.S. 547 (1967). 


| B. The Grievance Committees 


The grievance committees exist pursuant to Connecticut 
statute, Conn. Gen. Stat. Ann. § 51-90 (1960), and their 
3 
members perform a public canetion It may be assumed that 


a 


| ~ In Grievance Committee v. Broder, 112 Conn. 263, 265-66, 
152 A. 292 (1930), the Connecticv* Supreme Court described 
the function of the grievance conaittee: 


the state action requirement of § 1983 has been met. However, 
the plaintiffs have failed tc state a constitutional right of 
which they have been deprived because of the action or in- 
action of the grievance committees. In no way were: the 
grievance committees responsible for whatever acts of mis- 
conduct the lawyers may have committed. To the extent that 
the plaintiffs have suffered harm at the hands of their 
attorneys, they are entitled to seek relief in the state 
courts. Whatever cause of action they may have against those 
lawyers "whether sounding in professional malpractice, tort, 
or otherwise, is ‘eis of state law insufficient to vest a 
‘€ederal court with jurisdiction over the subject matter." 
See Fine v. City of New York, 529 F.2d 70, 74 (2d Cir. 1975). 

Nor do they have a constitutional right to demand that 
the attorneys be criminally prosecuted or professionally 
disciplined. As Mr. Justice Marshall stated in Linda R. S. 
vy. Richard D., 410 U.S. 614, 619 (1973): 7? $2, ¥% 

"The Court's prior decisions consistently hold 

that a citizen lacks standing to contest the 

policies of the prosecuting authority when he 

himself neither prosecuted nor threatened 

with présecution. [Citations omitted.] Although 

these cases arose in a somewhat different con- 


text, they demonstrate that, in American juris- 
prudence at least, a private citizen lacks a 


3/ contd 


"The grievance committee is in no sense 4 party 
to the proceeding but an independent public 
body charged with the performance of a public 
duty in a wholly disinterested and impartial 
manner... ." 


judicially cognizable interest in the prosecu- 

tion or nonprosecution of another." 
See also Simon v. 
44 U.S.L.W. 4724, 4730 (U.S. June 1, 1976) (concurring opinio 
of Justice Stewart). 

Since the Supreme Court has held that, as a private 
citizen, Ms. Monroe lacks a judicially cognizable interest in 
the prosecution of the attorneys, it follows that she camot 
state a claim against the grievance committees for denying 


her rights she does not have. Consequently this claim agains 


4 
the defendant members of the grievance combeceee”” must be 


‘dismissed for failure to state a claim upon which relief can 
be granted. Rule 12(b)(6), Fed. R. Civ. P. 

No allegation of the complaint can be read to state a 
claim that any of the plaintiffs suffered personal injury due 
to the action or inaction of the defendant, L. Patrick Gray. 
Consequently the complaint must likewise be dismissed against 
him for fatiers to state a claim upon which relief can be 


granted. 


IlI. The Antitrust Conspiracy 
The finai conspiracy alleged in the complaint is a 


claim that "the defendants" conspired to restrain the practic 


= 


4 

™ Henry Harris, William Miner and Edward McKay, as members of 
the New London County Grievance Committee. Frank E. Dully, 
Harold J. Eisenberg, Albert S. Bill, and Phillip R. Dunn, as 
members of the Hartford County Grievance Committee. 


of law and to maintain and enforce "illegal minimum fee 


schedules." Jurisdiction is alleged to exist pursuant to 


15 U.S.C. §§ 1, 3, 13, 15 and 25. 
Other than the one conclusory allegetion, however, the 
complaint fails to set forth the essential elements of an 
antitrust claim. Furthermore, it fails to allege that the 
plaintiffs suffered any particular injury as a result of the 
alleged conspiracy. It is settled that such an insufficient 
pleading, even on the part of a pro se litigant, fails to 


state a claim upon which relief can be granted. Klebanow v. 


New York Produce Exchange, 344 F.2d 294, 299-300 (2d Cir. 


1965); Arzee Supply Corp. v. Ruberoid Co., 222 F. Supp. 237 
(D. Conn. 1963). For this reason, this claim must also be 


dismissed. 


Conclusion 


IV. 


Although the complaint in this action names 18 
individual defendants and alleges three different conspiracies|, 
it fails to state any claim upon which relief can be granted 
against any defendant. Consequently the motion of each of 

the defendants is granted and the action is dismissed in its 
entirety. 


SO ORDERED. 


o's 
Dated at Hartford, Connecticut, this 29 day of 


M. raat a 


United States District Judge 


June, 1976. 
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NADINE MONROE, 

FLOYD RICHARD MONROE, and 
LISA ALLEN MONROE by their 
Mother, Next Friend and 
Natural Guardian, Nadine 
Monroe 


vs. 
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L. PATRICK GRAY, individually 
and as Commissioner of the 
Court of Connecticut, HENRY 
| HARRIS, WILLIAM MINER and 
| EDWARD McKAY, individually 
and-as Chairman end Member 
l respectively of the New London 
} County Grievance Committee and 
as Commissioners of the Courts 
l of Connecticut; LOUIS C. WOOL, 
ANDREW BRAND, FRANCIS T. 
| LONDREGAN, GEORGE GILMAN and ; 
| ICOR SIKORSKY, JR., individually : 
| and as Commissioners of the 
| Courts of Coanecticut; SUISMAN, 
i SHAPIRC, WOOL & BRENNAN, a law 
| partnership, THOMAS E. TROLAND, 
| individually and as Referee of 
| the New London County Superior 
Court and Commissioner of the 
1 Courts of Connecticut, ANGELO : 
| SANTANIELLO, individually and as : 
| Judge of New London County 
1 Superior Court and Commissioner 
l of the Courts; FLOYD MONROE, JR. 
| and MARTIN GOTTESDIENER, 
| individually and as a Certified 
|} Public Accountant oft Conn. 


JUDGMENT 
The above-identified action came on for consideration by 
| the Court by the Honorable M. Joseph Blumenfeld, United States 


District Judge, of each of the Defendant's Motion to Dismiss; 


and, 


gz2:9 wy! Oe Ql. 


The Court having considered the Motions to Dismiss filed 
its Ruling granting each of the Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, 
dismissing the Plaintiffs’ Complaint in its entirety for 


failure to state any claim upon which relief can be granted as 


against any Defendant; 
It is accordingly ORDERED and ADJUDGED that the Plain- 


tiffs' Complaint be and is hereby dismissed for failure to 


state any claim upon which relief can be granted as against 


any Defendant. 


Dated at Hartford, Connecticut, this 30th day of June, 


1976. 


SYLVESTER A, MARKOWSKI 
Clerk, United States District Court 
i 
al rf 


V A 
: Deputy-in-Charge 
Naot 
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